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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tr 1s PROBABLE that Mr. Justice Kay will go circuit at 
the coming assizes, and that his Court will be closed at 
the beginning of July. 





Wr ARE rnrormeD that the report of the Legal Pro- 
cedure Committee was signed last week, but it is not to 
be made public at present. 





A NEw ENTRANCE from Bell-yard is being made to the 
intended office of the Bank of England in the Royal 
Courts of Justice, adjoining to the Cnancery Paymaster’s 
Office. 





Two MopEL courts, prepared for the purpose of show- 
ing the arrangements intended to be made in the new 
Law Courts, have been roughly fitted up, and are now 
ready for inspection by the judges and other persons 
interested. One court is intended for trials by jury, and 
the other for trials without a jury. The arrangements, as 
tegardsthebench, bar, and avlicitors, donotappear to differ 
greatly from those of the present courts. The solicitors’ 





seats in one of the model courts seem to be arranged on 
the plan of the present court of the Master of the Rolls, 
and the architect has omitted to provide a 

behind the solicitors’ seats, or a table in front af them. 
In the other court (intended for jury trials) a table is 
placed ir. front of the solicitors’ seats. 


We print elsewhere a letter from a well-known con- 
veyancer, which illustrates what we have several times 
had to complein of in the decisions of the eminent 
judges who constitute the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s- 
inn. Que would really suppose from some of their judg- 
ments that they either do not recognize the existence of 
such a thing as “ the understanding of the profession,” or 
deem the fact that thousands of transactions have 
been completed on the footing of such understanding a 
circumstance of little importance. We think we are not 
wrong in saying that no conveyancer would have sup- 
posed that the mere insertion of an attornment clause 
in a mortgage makes mortgagees “‘ as much mortgagees 
in possession for all purposes of taking the account 
of what was due on the mortgage as if they had 
granted the lease to some new lessee, and had given 
notice to that lessee to pay the rent to them”; or that “ one 
of the consequenees would be this—to give a second 
mortgagee a right to charge them with the rent they 
might have received.” Yet Lord Justice Jawes laid 
this down in Re Stockton Iron Furnace Company (27 
W.R. 433, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 335, 356-7); and the Master of 
the Rolls adopted the same view in Ha parte Punnett (29 
W. R. 129, L R. 16 Ch. D. 226, 235). The practical 
result, a3 our correspondent points out, is, that mortgagees 
had better dispense with the attorniment clause. 





Tue operation of the rule that forbids an appeal in 
criminal cases is sometimes very mischievous. It may 
or may not be right that in the case of offences that are 
substantially crimes there should not be an appeal to 
the Court of Appeal, but in the case of many offences 
cognizable by the courts of summary jurisdiction which 
involve matters of trifling importance regarded as crimes, 
but of great importance regarded as matters of local 
government or public health, there is really no reason 
why there should be no appeal. A decision in a case of 
this sort may affect the working of the law of public 
health or the poor law, for instance, all over the country, 
and may really concern the health, comfort, or well- 
being of many more people than the decision of some 
point about a charter-party or a policy of marine in- 
surance affects. Judges and counsel are sometimes 
rather too apt to treat this class of cases lightly beeause 
they do not involve much money or carry heavy fees. 
In the case of Hx parte Whitchurch (29 W. R. 507, 
L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 545), a divisional court recently held 
that a sanitary authority had no power, under section 94 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, to give notice to an 
owner of premises to do certain specified works for the 
purpose of abating a nuisance, and that the justices, 
under section 96, had no power to order specified works 
either. We are under the impression that this decision 
is entirely contrary to the previously existing opinion 
and practice, aud it seems impossible to reconcile it witb 
the form C. in schedule 4 to the Act. 
might have an important effect on the working of the 
provisions for the removal of nuisances throughout the 
country. Whether the decision is right or wrong, if 
seems to us that in sych a case there certainly ought to 
be an appeal. But we understand that in this case the 
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Court of Appeal are of opinion that the matter is a 
criminal one within the rule that forbids an appeal in 
criminal matters. 





A sentence of six weeks’ imprisonment recently 
passed by the Lord Chief Justice upon a navvy found 
guilty of the manslaughter of his wife has given rise toa 
considerable amount of adverse comment. We have 
nowhere seen any very full account of the facts of this 
case, and consequently are not in a position to express 
a decided opinion with regard to the propriety or other- 
wise of the sentence. There is, however, often very 
great difficulty in duly apportioning the sentence to the 
relative guilt in the case of these crimes of violence. It 
is very easy to accuse those who administer the law of 
being too lenient in respect of crimes of violence as 
compared with crimes against property. We oftentimes 
feel strongly inclined to do so, and we think sometimes 
rightly; but we are disposed, on reflection, to think 
that there are difficulties in the way of laying down the 
true principles of punishment in this respect which go 
far to explain, if not altogether to excuse, the apparent 
lapses of judicial discretion which from time to time 
occur with regard to crimes of violence. A thief is, in 
the great majority of cases, of what may be termed a 
criminal disposition. Thieving is generally a deliberate 
crime of a character very mischievous to society, and 
there is no counterbalancing consideration arising from 
the fact that the person who commits it may be in 
general a meritorious member of the community. 
With regard to crimes of violence, the difficulty 
arises that the perpetrators of them are frequently 
persons who, as far as is known, are, save in 
respect of the particular crime, hard-working, law-abid- 
ing members of the community, and so far valuable to 
it. Cases of the description with which the Lord Chief 
Justice had to deal sometimes assume a very melancholy 
aspect. A hard-working, decent, though perhaps some- 
what ignorant and rough sort of fellow—a navvy, per- 
haps, or a bargee, who has usually been kind to and lived 
happily with his wife and chiidren—takes too much drink 
some Saturday night—after the manner, unfortunately, 
of too many of his class—receives, perhaps, some consider- 
able provocation, forit must be remembered that women of 
the same class are apt to be somewhat free, and certainly 
not judicious, in the use of their tongues, and a sudden 
blow or a kick, given on the impulse of the moment, 
leaves the giver of it deprived of the companion of his 
life, whom, in his rough way, he may have loved in his 
sober moments, and with the weight of blood upon his 
head for the remainder of his life. Of course the natural 
impulse of anyone who reads the bare facts in the paper 
is to pity the woman and say that the drunken brute of a 
man ought to have got more punishment. But such hasty 
judgments are not always true. The man may not bea bad 
man, nor, on the whole, a bad member of society, and he 
may be deserving of pity rather than punishment. It 
is almost impossible for a person who has not heard the 
case properly to judge as to the propriety of the sentence 
insuch cases, Notwithstanding, however, what we have 
written, we are strongly of opinion that the person should 
be as strenuously protected by the law as property. We 
think the cases one sometimes reads of at petty sessions, 
in which the most brutal violence and outrageous lawless- 
ness are considered to be sufficiently met by fines 
of trifling amount, are a disgrace to our magis- 
tracy. The principle which, we think, ought to 
be followed is that, where there is reason, from 
the nature and circumstances of the offence itself 
or the previous history of the prisoner, to suppose that 
an habitual tendency to lawlessness and violence exists, 
there the punishment ought to be unsparingly severe ; 
but where it would appear that such is not the case, but 
that the crime was of a casual nature—the result of 
exceptional circumstances—then .the amount of the 

punishment may vary largely according to the nature and 


ce ke 
circumstances of the particular crime. What we should 
like to see repressed with absolutely merciless severity is 
ruffianism and contempt for the law—the temper of 
the bravo, the bully, and the rough. But we do not 
think that crimes of violence need therefore be treated 
with undiscriminating and Draconic severity. 





“ Av. premises in which intoxicating liquors are sold 
by retail” must, by section 3 of the Licensing Act, 
1874, be closed at certain hours. The premises of a 
spirit merchant on which spirits are sold by retail are 
premises on which intoxicating liquors are sold by retail. 
Therefore the premises of a spirit merchant must be 
closed at the hours prescribed. So it was held by the 
justices of Barrow-in-Furness in Martin v. Barker, and 
two judges of the High Court have recently (see Weekly 
Notes, 1881, p. 86), affirmed a conviction of the spirit 
merchant for a sale in closing hours. The case is of so 
much practical importance to competing trades that we 
suppose it was worth while, when a question once arose 
upon it, to get it solemnly decided, but it is a matter of 
some surprise to us how such a question could have 
been raised at all. The spirit merchant, it appears, 
held a licence for the sale of spirits by wholesale, 
and also a retail licence for the sale of spirits by retail, 
under 24 & 25 Vict. c. 21, s. 2; and also used his 
premises exclusively for the sale of intoxicating liquors. 
It is expressly enacted by section 73 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, that a licence, as defined by that Act [i.e., by 
section 74, “‘ a licence for the sale of intoxicating liquors 
granted by justices in pursuance of the Intoxicating 
Liquor Licensing Act, 1828, including a certificate of 
justices granted under the Wine and Beerhouse Acts, 
and including a licence for the sale of sweets, which is 
hereby authorized to be granted in the same manner as 
if sweets were wine, and including a licence for the 
retail of spirits granted to a wholesale spirit dealer by 
the justices in pursuance of this Act], ‘‘shall not be 
required. for the sale . of spirits by 
retail, not to be consumed on the premises, by a whole- 
sale spirit dealer whose premises are exclusively used for 
the sale of intoxicating liquors” in pursuance of a 
licence under 24 & 25 Vict. c. 21. It was con- 
sidered, we suppose—perhaps by a misapprehension of 
the curious interpretation clause above cited—that, as 
the justices’ licence, which is in some sense a police re- 
quirement, was not required, so neither could the closing 
regulations, which are undoubtedly of a police character, 
be applied to the case. So far is this from being the 
scheme of the Acts, that we find it enacted by section 
27 of the Act of 1872 that the consumption of intoxica- 
ting liquor in refreshment houses not licensed for the sale 
of wine is forbidden “ during the hours during which’’ 
the refreshment houses '‘ would, if they were the licensed 
premises of licensed victuallers, be closed by law for the 
sale and consumption of intoxicating liquors,” and by 
section 11 of the Act of 1874 the same refreshment 
houses must close at the same hour as if a liquor licence 
were attached to them. It seems that an attempt was 
made to rely on the marginal note to section 3, which is 
‘hours of closing premises licensed for sale of intoxica- 
ting liquors,” and so, by the combined aid of the marginal 
note and the interpretation clause, to confine the opera- 
tion of the section to premises for which the justices’ 
licence is required. But it may now be considered as 
settled by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Attor- 
ney-General v. Great Eastern Railway Company (L. R. 
Ch. D. at p. 461), that a court “cannot properly look at 
the marginal note of an Act of Parliament.” 





AN ANXIOUS CORRESPONDENT inquires, Can a witness be 
lawfully sworn on the Revised Version ? He thinks that 
‘*in these days of conscientious objections to oathe— 





which may perhaps derive some additional force from 
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the Revisers ascribing whatsoever ismore than Yea, yea, 
or Nay, nay, to ‘the evil one” (Matt, 5 xxxvii.)— 
some critical witness may claim to be sworn on the 
Revised, instead of on the Authorized Version.””’ We may 
perhaps suggest that a witness who objects to oaths 
would not be likely to raise the question, but it is abun- 
dantly clear that any such witness will be entitled to 
be so sworn, if he considers that the oath so taken will 
be more binding on his conscience. A Jew is sworn on 
the Pentateuch, and we believe that some Scotchmen do 
not kiss the Book. 





EFFECT OF DISCLAIMER OF 
LEASE ON SUB-LEASE. 


Ar length, more than ten years after the passing of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the question of the full 
effect of the disclaimer of a lease by a trustee in bank- 
ruptcy upon the rights of the lessor against a sub-lessee 
has been decided by the Court of Appeal in Hw parte 
Walton, In re Levy, which will be found noted in 
another column. The recent case of Smalley v. Hardinge 
(29 W. R. 554) having decided that where a lease has 
been disclaimed the lessor cannot eject a sub-lessee, the 
point necessarily arose on what terms the sub-lessee was 
entitled to hold the property. 

Tf section 23 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, is to be 
read literally, the original lease must be taken to have 
been surrendered , it has no existence for any purpose; 
but the interest of the sub-lessee continues; the estate 
of the lessor, “to the extent and for the purpose 
of preserving such incidents to, and obligations on, 
the surrendered reversion as, but for the surrender 
thereof, would have subsisted,” being deemed to be the 
reversion expectant on the sub-lease. The lessor, on 
that construction, could not distrain upon the sub- 
leesee for rent due upon the surrendered lease, nor 
enforce upon him the covenants in that lease. 

The Court of Appeal, by a strong piece of judicial 
legislation, forming a singular contrast to the literal con- 
struction adopted in Smalley v. Hardinge, have avoided 
the injustice which would thus arise to the lessor. 
They have re-constructed section 23 so as to provide 
that the lease is to be deemed to have been surrendered 
so far only as regards rights and liabilities as between 
the lessor on the one hand, and the trustee and the 
bankrupt and his estate, on the other hand : so far only, 
that is, as is necessary to relieve the bankrupt and his 
estate and the trustee from liability under the lease. 
They have not, however, given the lessor rights against 
the sub-lessee which he had not before the disclaimer. 
The sub-lessee does not become upon the disclaimer an 
assignee of the lease, directly liable for the rent therein 


_ Teserved, and upon. the covenants therein contained. 


The lease is to be deemed to have been surrendered 
only so far as to free the trustee, and the bankrupt, and 
his estate, from liability, leaving any pre-ewisting rights 
of the lessor as against the sub-lessee untouched. The 
result of this is that, although the sub-lessee is not 
directly liable to the lessor for the rent or covenants in 
the original lease, yet, by means of the proviso for re- 
entry in that lease, the lessor is able practically to obtain, 
as a condition of the continuance of the lease, payment 
by the sub-lessee of the rent reserved by, and perform: 
ance of the covenants contained iv, the original lease. 
If the sub-lessee declines to pay the rent or perform the 
covenants, he will have no just cause of complaint of the 
exercise by the lessor of the power which he had before 
the disclaimer, and subject to which the sub-lease was 
taken. And as the original lease still exists, the lessor 
is able to distrain, on the goods of the sub-lessee which 
are on the demised premises, for rent reserved in the 
original lease. 

This is, as we understand it, the effect of the recent 
decision, but we must wait for a full report before we 


can absolutely say that we are right in our view. 


STATEMENT OF THE CONSIDER- 
ATION IN BILLS OF SALE. 
I. 


Continvine our summary of the recent decisions on 
this subject, we come to the case of Hx parte Challi- 
nor, In re Rogers (29 W. R. 205, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 
260), in which the consideration stated was 2560 
that day paid by the grantee to the grantor. In fact 
only £500 was paid to the grantor, £40 being retained 
by the grantee, a solicitor,in payment of his costs of 
preparing the deed and some other costs previously due, 
and £20 being paid to an auctioneer who had valued 
the goods with a view to the making of the loan. The 
Chief Judge held, upon these facts, that the considera- 
tion was not truly stated, but the Court of Appeal 
reversed this decision. Lord Justice James in giving 
judgment said, “ Whether the whole of the mortgage 
money is actually paid by the lender into the hands of 
the borrower, or whether part of it is, with his privity 
or by bis direction, employed in payment of a debt due 
by him, it is equally in a legal sense paid tohim. . . . 
The question is whether the transaction was a sham. 
That which was in the contemplation of the Legislature 
was the very thing which occurred in Ex parte Charing 
Cross Advance and Deposit Bank, where a man says that 
he has advanced £100 when he has in fact kept back £10 
for interest or discount.” These observations, besides 
containing the principle upon which the court decided 
the case, show clearly that the ground of their decision 
in Ex parte Charing Cross Bank was, as above suggested, 
the retaining interest in advance. With reference to the 
deductions in the case before the court his lordship said, 
‘* Tt appears to me quite right to deduct the costs of pre- 
paring the bill of sale and the auctioneer’s charges, for 
that is what happens upon every mortgage transaction.” 
And Cotton, L.J., after pointing out that there was 
nothing like fraud in the circumstances of the case, pro- 
ceeded to say that the £20 might be fairly treated as a 
payment to the grantor, just as if it had been actually paid 
to him, and then paid by him to the valuer. His lord- 
ship then went on to say that ‘‘ the £40 was not a pay- 
ment of interest or bonus to the person who was 
making the advance, but was paid, as to part of it, in 
respect of costs which were due to him by the grantor, 
and as to the rest, in respect of the costs of preparing 
the deed, the lender of the money happening to be also 
the borrower’s solicitor.” 

The question of the sufficiency of the statement of the 
consideration came again before the Court of Appeal in 
The Credit Company v. Pott (29 W. R. 326, L. R. 6 Q. B. 
D. 295), where the grantor gave a bill of sale to secure 
thesum of £7,350, which, on a statement of accounts 
between him and the grantee, was found to be the 
balance due. The deed provided that this sum was to 
be paid by the grantor, with interest, on demand in 
writing. It recited that the grantee had agreed to lend 
the grantor £7,350, and the consideration was stated to 
be “ £7,350 now paid” by the grantee to the grantor. 
The court held, although no money actually passed, that 
the consideration was truly set forth. Lord Selborne, 
C., in giving judgment said, “‘ As between the parties to 
the deed, it appears to me that, as there was no fraud, 
the deed is conclusive evidence of the previously exist- 
ing debt being satisfied, as much as if the money-for it 
had been actually handed over; because when the com- 
pany treat the £7,350 as a new advance (and no money 
was in fact advanced except by treating the previous 
debt as paid), the company could not then have said to 
the debtor that he owed the debt which had been 
previonsly contracted.” His lordship then cited 
with approval an observation of Mellish, L.J., in 





Spargo's case (21 W. R. 306, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 407), to 
; the effect that where there are mutual debts between two 
| persons, ‘‘ they need not go through the form of handing 
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the money backwards and forwards.” Brett, LJ., 
who concurred with the Lord Chancellor, observed that 
the effect of what had taken place was to wipe out the 
old debt, which was payable at once, and constitute a 
new one which was payable only after a written demand. 
The only distinction, indeed, between this case and Hau 
parte National Mercantile Bank was that there the ad- 
vance was greater than the debt deducted. 

In Ex parte Andrews, Re Allison (ante, p. 336), Mr. 
Registrar Murray held, in accordance with the above 
principles, that the consideration of a bill of sale expressed 
to be “‘ £235 owing to, and £75 paid by, the mortgagee” 
was truly stated, although the £235 formed part of the 
consideration of a former bill of saie repayable by instal- 
ments, some of which were not due at the date of the 
second bill of sale. 

The last reported case on the subject is Hamilton v. 
Chaine (29 W. R. 488), where the consideration for a bill 
of sale was stated to be £700. Of this sum £271 had 
been previously paid by the grantee to the holder of a 
prior bill of rale. A cheque for the balance, £429, was, 
at the time of execution, handed to the grantor, and, at 
her request, cashed and applied as follows: —£350 to 
one of her creditors, £21 5s. 6d. to the attesting solicitor 
for preparing the bill of sale, and for incidental expenses, 
and £7 10s. was paid to, or retained by, the grantee for 


commission on the loan and expenses in connection ; 


therewith, in respect of which he also received from the 
grantor her promissory note for £10. The balance of 
the £700 was paid to the grantor. Upon these facts the 
court held that the consideration was not truly stated. 
Lindley, J., after referring to Ex parte The Charing 
Cross Banik: and Ex parte Challinor, observed, *‘ We have 
to see to which of those two cases this case belongs ; to 
my mind it is most like Ex parte Charing Cross Bank, 
as the principle seems to be the same. The deduction 
here was not for a pre-existing debt, nor was it for 
costs contracted in relation to this advance, and, that 
being so, it comes within the principle of Hx parte 
Charing Cross Bank.” This decision has recently been 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 

The real question in every case of this description 
appears to be whether the consideration is so stated as 
to make the transaction virtually a fraud, or, in the 
words of Lord Justice James, ‘‘a sham.” When this is 
the case, it follows that the bill of sale is void under sec- 
tion 8 of the Act, but, as was remarked by Lindley, J., 


in Hamilton v. Chaine, the consideration is truly stated | 


“if the whole of the money for which the bill of sale is 
given is paid for the grantor’s use, and for expenses 
incurred by the lender in rendering his services.” 

From the cases above noticed the following rules may 
be laid down :— 

(1) It is not essential that the whole or, indeed, any 
part of the money mentioned as the consideration should 
actually pass from the grantee to the grantor; it is 
sufficient (provided the transaction be not a sham) if the 
consideration money is paid to third persons with the 
privity and consent of the grantor, it being unnecessary 
that aco)jlateral arrangement as to the application of the 
consideration should be set out in the bill of sale. 

(2) It appears from the decision in Credit Company 
v. Pott that a consideration expressed to be “ aow paid” 
is sufficiently set forth, although, in fact, it consists of 
previous advances. The decision of the Chief Judgein Lz 
parte Berwick must therefore, it is submitted, be con- 
sidered as virtually overruled, 

(3) The retention of a sum for the costs of the pre- 
paration of the bill of sale, and for an auctionecr’s 
Kg for valuing the goods comprised in it, is allow- 
able. 
(4) The retention of part of the consideration money 
by the grantee to mect securities on which the grantor 
is liable to him, will not invalidate the deed, although 
the securities are not due at the time it is executed, 
This was clearly established with regard to negotiable 
instruments in Lz parte National Mercantile Bank, aud 


Ex parte Andrews. 

(5) The retention of part of the consideration money 
for interest in advance or commission will avoid the bill 
of sale. 





THE IRISH LAND BILL. 
v. 


Srvce we last wrote on this question, the House of Com. 
mons has gone into committee on the Bill,and has made 
progress to the extent of a part of the Ist clause. Small 
as this progress is, it has already afforded a conspicuous 
illustration of the complete state of fog in which both 
sides of the House are enveloped, both as to the provi- 
sions of the Bill itself, and the probable results of its 
working. Mr. Brand moved, from the Government side 
of the House, an amendment excluding ‘‘ future” 
tenancies from the right of free sale given by the Ist 
clause, This was oppesed by the Government, on the 
ground that, as the present tenants were to be enabled 
to sell, it would be unjust that a purchaser from them 
should not be able to sell in his turn, Mr. Gladstone 
himself saying, among other things, that the object of 
the Act was that the tenant's interest should pass freely 
from hand to hand “ for all generations to come.” The 
amendment was, on the other hand, supported from the 
Conservative benches on the ground that the purchaser 
would know that he had only bought a tenancy, not a 
right of sale, and that the Act of 1870, on the lines of 
,; which the Bill professed to go, contemplated the extinc- 
| tion of the tenants’ interests by purchase by the owners, 

It was in vain that Mr. Brand and Mr. Gibson (who 
alone, among the speakers on either side, seemed to 
understand the point) showed that, under the inter- 
pretation clauses of the Bill, a purchaser of a tenant's 
interest would be a “present” tenant himself, 
and unaffected by the amendment. Even the Attorney- 
General for Ireland, who, if anyone, ought to know what 
the Bill means, declared that the amendment would be 
fatal to its principle, immediately after which Mr. Glad- 
stone promised to assent to a clause which will effect, in 
a somewhat cumbrous form, exactly what would have 
been neatly effected by the amendment and the interpre- 
tation clause taken together. 

But this is not all: the amendment was intro- 
duced avowedly in the landlords’ interest, and was, 
as such, supported by the Conservatives, and opposed 
by the Government, and yet the Liberal members 
for Ulster must have known (what some of the 
Conservatives may certainly know, but, as they did not 
wish to defeat the amendment, it was not their interest 
to say it) that the amendment was really for the benefit 
of the tenants; anyone the least conversant with the 
management of land in Ulster (and the avowed object of 
the Bill is to assimilate the rest of the country to Ulster 
in this respect) must have known of the practice which 
has lately (since the Act of 1870) been adopted by such 
of the landlords as look merely to their pecuniary interest 
in dealing with their estates—n class greatly on the in- 
crease since other interests have been so considerably 
shaken—of requiring intending tenants of farms ia 
possession to purchase the tenant-right from them for 
money down, just as if they had bought from an out- 
going tenant. The practice is an inconvenient one to both 
parties, but it has been found the only effectual means of 
getting rid of the provision in the lst clause of the Act 
of 1870, which prevents a tenant from agreeing to waive 
his tenant-right. If the extension of the right of free 
sale to ‘future’ tenancies should Be—as we anticipate 
—to extend this practice to them also, the practical 








desire to merge the tenant’s interest in his own, from 
doing so, and to compel him to require this interest to 
be separately purchased, in order to prevent the creation 





with respect to instalments under a former bill of sale in 


result will be to preclude a landowner, who might’ 
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of anew tenant’s interest, without consideration, which 
he might have to buy over again. 

This practice, however, might easily, aud in bad hands 
would inevitably, grow so as to revive the old, exploded, 


~ and most pernicious custom of lettings at low rents in 


consideration of exorbitant fines; on this ground, if on 
no other, we think that the interests, not only of the 
tenantry, but of the public at large, are opposed to any 
provisions likely to produce or foster it. The practical 
yesult of “ free sale,” however, will obviously be in the 
same direction: it would, indeed, seem that whatever 
benefit it may prove to “present” tenants to enable 
them to sell that which, out of Ulster, few or none of 
them have given any value for, it can make very little 
difference—except asa matter of class-feeling—to any 
one hereafter taking a farm whether he pays a full rent 
to the landlord, or a lower rent, plus a sum of money 
equal to, often greater than, the capital necessary to pro- 
duce the difference, paid to his predecessor in occupa- 
tion under the right of free sale, and, therefore, it 
might, at first sight, be supposed that the course which 
is obviously the best for the tenant, that by which he 
keeps his capital in hand to work his farm, paying the 
equivalent in rent, would, in the long run, prevail over 
the less profitable one: experience, however, proves 
the contrary to be the case, even under the existing 
law; the tendency of the tenants, where tenant- 
right prevails, has always been to prefer to pay heavy 
sums for low-rented lands rather than comparatively 
small sums and heavier rents, and it is only where the 
landlords —who have hitherto considered this detrimental 
to their interests—have intervened to check them that 
the payments for tenant-right (which are obviously in 
their nature fines for entry) have been kept within 
moderate limits. But although it may have been the 
interest of those owners in fee simple who looked rather 
to the good of their estates than the benefit of their private 
pockets, to discourage any attempt to ‘fine down ”’ rents, 
and therefore, when land “‘in hand” was to be let, to 
exact fall rents without premiums, the contrary was 
always the interest of limited owners, who could only, 
asa rule, be kept from the practice by stringent pro- 
visions: if now the law, by limiting the extent te which 
rent can be raised while placing no limit on the fines 
which may be exacted, makes it the pecuniary interest 
of any owner having land in hand to fine down his rents, 
and by recognizing the occupancy as having a separate 
saleable existence, enables limited owners to evade the 
provisions against fines (because a letting from year to year 
would not be touched by them), it is not difficult to foresee 
the time when the possession of a farm in Ireland, even 
though the rent reserved may sound most moderate, will 
not be to be had without a preliminary payment which 
will leave the average tenant hopelessly in debt for the 
rest of his life, not indeed to the landlord, who will 
have taken care to get his money down, but the local 
usurer, the character who has, in the past, obtained the 
largest benefits from the legislation of 1870, and for 
whose benefit especially this part of the present Bill 
seems to have been framed. Nor is this opinion based 
wholly upon inference, however logical; the experi- 
ence of “free sale’’ in Ulster has ever been that it tended 
to impoverish the tenants and prevent improvements 
upon the estates, but that it nowhere inflicted any 
pecuniary injury upon the owner; insomuch so that we 
have known more cases than one of well-managed 
estates in which the owners have offered to intro- 
duce free sale if the tenants desired it, and in which the 
majority of the tenants preferred the continuance of the 
restrictive rules. [Of course, the rules in question were 
really judicious, not arbitrary or oppressive.) Logio, 
common-sense, and experience all point in the same 
direction: the first thing that ought to be done is to 
determine what the tenant’s interest is, and to 
regulate its emount, avd, when that is properly 
done, there will be little diffoulty in making 
proper rules for its transmission. But this is 





precisely what this Bill does not do, what Mr. Gladstone, 
so late as Tuesday last, directly refused to do, being no 
doubt supported in this refusal by those whose object is 
not so much to benefit the tenantry as to injure the land- 


“owners—an object of which we entirely acquit Mr. 


Gladstone himself—but to the great disappointment of 
every man, be his party politics what they may, who 
desires to see, in the present Bill, some alleviation at least 
of the existing difficulty in Ireland. 

It would not, however, be sufficient to fix aud value 
the tenant’s interest once for all: whether this were 
done as proposed by the minority on Lord Bessborough’s 
commission, by fixing now “fair rents” to be paid 
in perpetuity—which would hand over all future ac- 
cretions to the tenant—or by the introduction of 
terminable leases in purchase of tenant-right, as at- 
tempted upon the Duke of Leinster’s estates—which 
practically reserves these accretions to the land- 
lord. Under the existing circumstances of Iréland, the 
tenant’s interest, if fairly fixed, ought to rise and fall 
with, and in some proportion to, the total agricultural 
value of the land ; we cannot see any ground whatever 
for handing over to him any portion of any exceptional 
value which the land may acquire, as building or accom- 
modation land, or otherwise, but if its value as an agri- 
cultural machine increase or diminish in the future, 
even though the tenant may not have, by any action 
of his own, contributed to such increase or @iminution, 
we think that he ought to be so far recognized as a part- 
ner in the farm, as to share alike the benefit and the loss. 
The Bill before us recognizes this right, but refuses—or 
at any rate fails—to adopt the proper meaus for giving 
effect to it. There was offered to the notice of the 
framers of the Bill a simple, self-acting arrangement 
by which, if the value of the tenant’s interest were 
at any moment agreed or determined, it would be 
equitably regulated for all time to come merely by the 
mutual action of the parties themselves, and they have 
deliberately preferred, as we remarked in a former 
article, to leave the parties with no better remedy than 
litigation, perpetually renewing at: intervals of fifteen 
years, before a court of which the spokesmen of both 
parties concerned have expressed the most profound 
distrust. 

The arrangement iu question has been explained more 
than once in these columns, but we propose to describe 
it again when we come to the consideration of section 7, 
for which it would be the actual substitute. In the 
meantime, it may be necessary, for avoiding of misappre- 
hensions, to reiterate, that we fully concur in the object 
of the Ist section, so far as it means to create, in every 
tenant, a saleable interest, the amount of which it shall 
not be in the power of the iandlord to control, but that, 
in order that this should work otherwise than disastrously 
to both parties (but especially to the tenant), its amount 
ought to be capable. of ascertainment at any moment, 
without litigation and without actual sale, and further, 
that if the tenant, from any cause whatever, and whether 
voluntarily or by operation of law, parted with his 
interest, the landlord ought to be entitled to the pre- 
emption, at the full price, either on his own behalf or 
for any other tenant then in occupation of a holding on 
the same estate. Careful provision, however, ought to be 
made to prevent a landlord from compelling an unwilling 
tenant to part with his interest so long as he observed the 
‘statutory conditions ” of his tenure, 





A Connecticut lawyer at Bridgeport, the other day, says 
the Western Jurist, took exception to a jodge’s raling that 
some evidence was inadmissible, He said, “I keow that 
it is proper evidence. Here | have been practising at the 
bar forty years, and now I want to know it I ama feol 2?” 
That,” replied the court, “is a question of fact and not of 
law, and so | won't pass upon it, but will let the jury 
decide,” 



































“an anew lnte tan Ue ie RA ate tattle R NY PN ARE Me 








pee iaa tat accel 







appaepenimess Som ib 






oan 








tee eee dark 


petal ate Wesel 0 Rie emery ae 






eee 
nae oe 














cnn” ietesra naltemeaeamvataemibieationee ae 


Gi moe nage ite AEE 2 WATER ene aA RaERPONeRY Hee 












THE SOLICITO 


RS’ JOURNAL. June 4, 1881. 








REVIEWS. 


BANKING. 


Tue Practice or Banxina, Empracine THE Cases at Law 
AND IN Equity. By Joun Hvurcuinson. Effingham 
Wilson. 


This book belongs to a class of works which it is 
difficult for a lawyer to criticize fairly, because when a 
bank manager has the courage to write what is in sub- 
stance, if not in name, a legal treatise, it is almost in- 
evitable that his work slould be disfigured by defects 
perhaps more distressing to the mind of the professional 
lawyer than important as regards the class of readers for 
whom the book is intended. 

From the author’s constant injunction to “refer to 
head office,” and the very elementary truths as to 
caution and credit which he inculcates, we presume that 
his work is intended as a guide for very young bank man- 
agers. Thus, for instance, at p. 50, he lays down the rule 
that ‘“‘ with account holders of small means, great caution 
should be exercised in allowing overdrafts,” and again, at 
p. 88, he says that ‘‘The manager should exercise very 
great care and discretion in the reception of bills, and 
none but those of the most unexceptionable character 
should be discounted by him.” On the other hand, cases 
are sometimes cited at a length quite unnecessary for lay 
purposes, and more than half the book is devoted to a 
purely legal reswmé of the law of bills of exchange, for 
which the inguirer would find a guide quite as practical 
and much more reliable in Byles on Bills. Indeed, the 
defect of the whole work seems to us to be that it is 
neither one thing nor the other. We took up the book 
expecting, from its title page, some valuable information 
as to the practical internal working and organization of 
a bank. But we confess to have risen from its perusal 
unsatisfied in this respect, whilst, as a book of reference 
for lawyers, we fear that it is not, by any means, 
exhaustive, and sometimes not altogether exact. Thus, 
to give an instance or two, the rule in Clayton’s case (1 
Mer. 608), perhaps one of the most cardinal decisions in 
banking law, though mentioned in a long judgment of 
Jessel, M.R., which is set out in a foot-note, is nowhere 
explained or discussed in the text. Again, though 
Rothschild v. Currie (L. R. 1 Q. B. 43) is cited, no 
reference is given to the more recent and important 
cases of Rouquette v. Overmann (L. R. 10 Q. B. 525); 
Hirschfield vy. Smith (14 W. R. 455, L. R. 1 ©. P. 
340); and Horne v. Rouquette (26 W. R. 894, L. R. 3 
Q. B. D. 514) on kindred points. The term “ negotiable 
security” is used without any adequate explanation of 
the meaning of that expression in law; whilst, except by 
a casual reference in a foot-note to the judgment of the 
Exchequer Chamber, the important decision of Goodwin 
v. Robarts is not in any way dealt with, the judgments in 
that case in the House of Lords being altogether ignored. 
An example of inaccuracy will be found in the rule laid 
down on p. 372 as to estoppel by negligence, that 
common pitfall to lay expdsitors of the law. 

It ie, no doubt, athankless task to pick faults of this 
kind in a book which certainly reflects no little credit 
upon the author's knowledge and industry, But we 
certainly cannot view it as an addition of much value to 
the list of our legal text-books or handy books. At the 
rame time it contains a great deal of information, and is 
written in an easy style; which would make it more 

readable for the beginner in the legal or the banking 
profession than many works of the kind. The patience, 
however, of the legal student will be taxed by the 
author's practice of giving in many, if not the majority, 
of the cases which he cites, the dates upon which they 
were decided, without any reference to the reports by 
which his statement of them may be verified. The sugges- 
tions on p. 85 as to the improvement of the law in 
bankruptcy seem to be sensible and practical, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ATTORNMENT CLAUSE IN A MORTGAGE, 
[Lo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I should be glad to know whether other convey, 
ancers were as little prepared as I was for the doctrine 
lately put forward on the highest authority, that the 
mere insertion of an attornment clause in a mortgage 
had made the mortgagees ‘‘ as much mortgagees in pos- 
session for all purposes of taking the account of what 
was due on the mortgage as if they had granted the 
lease to some new lessee, and had given notice to that 
lessee to pay the rent to them”; and that ‘‘one of the 
consequences would be this—to give a second mortgagee 
aright to charge them with the rent they might have 
received.” So say Lords Justices James and Bramwell, 
in Re Stockton Iron Furnace Company (27 W. R. 483, 
L. R. 10 Ch. D. 335, 356-7); and the Master of 
the Rolls adopts their view in Ha parte Punnett, 29 
W. R. 129, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 226, 235). 

The previous understanding of the profession appears 
clearly enough in the treatise on Mortgages by the late 
Mr. Waley, prefixed to the second volume of Davidson’s 
Conveyancing (2nd ed., pp. 567-8), where the following 
occurs :— 


*¢ Almost the only case in which an attornment is made in 
modern practice is that of a mortgagor being in the actual 
possession of the property mortgaged or a material part of it, 
In this case it is not unusual to insert a clause of attornment 
by the mortgagor to the mortgagee, so as to enable the latter 
to treat the former as his tenant and to distrain for rent. . . 
In the absence of special provision, the mortgagee would be in 
a worse position where the property is in band than where it 
is occupied by a tenant; as, in the former case, he could not 
enter into possession without ejecting the mortgagor, whereas, 
in the latter case, he would entitle himself to the rents by 
merely giving notice to the tenants. J is obvious that tle 
right of distress incidental to the tenancy thus created may bs 
exercised without incurring the liabilities of a mortgagee in 
possession.” 

Mr. Waley then explains that the advantage of an 
attornment over a mere power of distress lies in the fact 
that the attornment gives a true legal right to distrain, 
attaching on the land, and _ binding the goods of 
strangers; while the mere power, when the mortgagor 
has parted with the estate, appears to rest on contract 
only, and to be no more than a licence or covenant opera- 
tive between the actual parties. The attornment was ia 
fact looked on as the formal way of creating a complete 
power of distress, to be exercised or not exercised from 
time to time as the mortgagee might see fit, and without 
any thought of its exercise, much less its mere ewistence, 
condemning the mortgagee to the purgatory of “* posses- 
sion,” 

It would be rather alarming to those who have a 
wholesome reliance on “f common forms” to have logic 
pushed so far as to be told that even a distraint under 
an attornment clause would put the mortgagee into pos- 
session, a situation (be it remembered) from which he 
cannot extricate himself without the consent of every- 
body interested in the equity of redemption ; but do not 
recent utterances go beyond logic? Why should the 
mere attornment, with no further attempt on the mort- 
gagee’s part to assume the position of landlord, putjhim 
into possession more than the mortgagee of any ordinary 
reversion who has not given notice to have the rents 
paid to him? Does the mortgagee’s concurrence in a 
lease do so too by parity of reason? If it does, the 
common clause directing payment of rent to the mort- 
gagor till notice, is imperatively required to protect 
him from the perils of “ wilful default,” 

Even if, npon an ‘attornment, a rent exactly equal to 
the interest is reserved, it is not usual to say in 80 
many words that the payment of the interest is to dis- 
charge the rent, and, therefore, if interest is paid volun- 
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tarily it would seem the mortgagee may be liable to 
have the rent which he has not exacted debited against 
his principal. 

Or, if he agrees to diminish the rate of interest, he is 
at all events liable to be debited with the difference 
between interest and rent should a subsequent incum- 
brancer take his accounts. 

On the whole, it seems questionable whether strict 
legal logic has not had a rather troublesome triumph, 
and unquestionable that a mortgagee had better dispense 
with an attornment clause. 


Lincoln’s-inn, May 27. A ConvEYANCER. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


PracticE—BankruptTcy PETITIioN—ALLEGATION OF AcT 
or BANKRUPTCY—TRADER—VEPARTING FROM DwELuine- 
HOUSE WITH INTENT TO DEFEAT OR DELAY CREDIToRS— 
BanKruPitcy Act. 1869, s, 6, suB-secTION 3— Bank- 
nuptcy Ruwzs, 1870, r. 65.—In a case of Lx parte Palmer, be- 
fore the Court of Appeal on the 26th ult., the question arose 
whether the act of bankruptcy alleged in a bankruptcy peti- 
tion had been sufficiently alleged. The petition alleged that 
the debtor ‘carries on business” at a place specified, ‘as a 
licensed victualler.’ It then alleged, in the ordinary way, 
that the debtor had committed an act of bankruptcy within 
six months before the presentation of the petition, the act of 
bankruptcy being “that he has, with intent to defeat or 
delay his creditors, departed from his dwelling-house and 
place of business, or otherwise absented himself.” The 
petition was, under rule 65 of 1870, heard at once, and an 
adjudication was made against the debtor in his absence. He 
afterwards applied to have the adjudication annulled, on the 
ground (inter alia) that, the particular act of bankruptcy 
being one which can only be committed by a trader, the 
petition ought to have shown on its face that the debtor was 
a trader at the time when the act was said to have been com- 
mitted, and that the allegation should have been in the pre- 
cise words of sub-section 3 of section 6 of the Act, ‘‘ that he, 
being a trader, has, with intent, &c.” In the present case, it 
was said it was quite consistent with the allegations that the act 
alleged had been committed before the debtor had commenced 
trading, for it might bave been committed at any time within 
six months before the presentation of the petition, and there 
was nothing to show that he wus at that time a trader. The 
court (JessEL, M.R., and James and Lusun, L.JJ.) overruled 
the objection. JxEsset, M.R., said that the act alleged would 
not have been an act of bankruptcy at all unless the debtor 
was a trader, and the petition did allege that he was a trader. 
It would be a straining of form to get rid of substance if such 
an objection was allowed to prevail.—Soiicirors, Maples, 
Teesdale, d&: Co. ; Munton § Morris, 





TRUSTEE IN BANKRUPTCY—DIsCLAIMER OF LEASE—LEAVE 
or Court—PoweEr To IMPOSE ConpITIONS—BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1869, s, 23—Bankrurrcy Rugs, 1870, x. 28.—Ina 
case of Hx parte Ladbury, before the Court of Appeal on the 
26th ult., a question arose as to the power of the Court of 
Bankruptcy to impose terms upon a trustee in bankruptcy in 
giving him leave to disclaim a lease of the bankrupt, iu a 
case where no third party has acquired from the bankrupt 
any interest in the lease or in the demised property. Rule 
28 of 1871 says that, upon any application to the court for 
leave to disclaim a leasehold interest of a bankrupt, ‘* such 
order shall be made as the court shall think fit.’ The 
registrar, in giving leave to the trustee in a bankruptcy to 
disclaim a lease of the bankropt, had imposed the condition 
that he should pay to the lessor the rent of the demised 
property up to the date of the disclaimer. The trustee 
appealed from this order, and it was urged on his behalf that 
the object of rule 28 was only to protect the rights of third 
a who had acquired an in‘erest in the lease from the 

nkrupt, and that the court had no power, as between the 


trustee and the lessor, to impose any fetter on the absolute 
power of disclaimer given to the trustee by section 23 of the 
Act. The rule, it was said, could not repeal the Act. The 


must submit to its terms. It gave the court a discretion to 
do that which was just, though not to act upon mere caprice. 
The trustee had, very properly no donbt, kept the property 
since the adjudication, in order to see if he could get any 
benefit from it for the bankrupt’s estate, and had deprived 
the lessor of the possession of it during that period, and the 
court had simply said that he should have leave to disclaim 
only upon the terms that he should not get a benefit-for the 
bankrupt’s estate at the expense of the lessor, The order 
was notonly right, but was required by justice. If, how- 
ever, rule 28 was ultra’ vires, the trastee should not have 
come to ask the leave of the court. James, L.J., thought 
that rule 28 was intended to mitigate the injustice which 
might be caused by section 23, The court had power to 
impose terms, and it ought to impose such terms as would 
secure justice. Whatever might be the effect of a disclaimer 
without the leave of the court, his lordship would recommend 
any trustee in bankruptcy to think once, twice, and thrice 
before he ventured to disclaim a lease without leave.— 
Souicirors, L. W. Gwles ; John Fraser. 





TrusTEE IN Bankruptcy — DIscLaAIMER oF ONEROUS 
Property or Bankrupr—Errecr oN RIGHTS AND 
LiaBiLit1zs or Turrp Parties—Lease—UNDERLEASE— 
Statute—Construction— Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 23 — 
Bankruptcy Rootes, 1871, r. 28.—The important question 
of the construction of section 23 of the Bankruptey Act, 
1869, and the effect of the disclaimer by a trustee in bank- 
ruptcy of a lease of the bankrupt upon the rights of the 
lessor against an underlessee of the bankrupt, was at last 
decided by the Court of Appeal (JEsSEL, M.R., and JAMES 
and Lusu, L.JJ.), on the 26tk ult., in a case of Ee parte 
Walton. Section 23 provides that, ‘‘ when any property of 
the bankrupt acquired by the trustee under this Act consists 
of land of any tenure burdened with onerous covenants, of 
unmarketable shares in companies, of unprofitabie contracts, 
or of any other property that is unsaleable, or not readily 
saleable, by reason of its binding the possessor thereof to the 
performance of any onerous act or to the payment of any sum 
of money, the trustee, notwithstanding he has endeavoured 
to sell, or has taken possession of such property, or exercised 
any act of ownersbip in relation thereto, may, by writing 
under his hand, disclaim such property, and upon the 
execution of such disclaimer the property disclaimed shall, 
if the same is a contract, be deemed to be determined from 
the date of the order of adjudication, and if the same isa lease 
be deemed to have been surrendered on the same date, and 
if the same be shares in any company be deemed to be 
forfeited from that date, and if any other species of property 
it shall revert to the person entitled on the determination of 
the estate or interest of the bankrupt; but if there shall be 
no person in existence so entitled, then in no case shall any 
estate or interest therein remain in the bankrupt. Any 
person interested in any disclaimed property may apply to 
the court, and the court may, upon such application, order 
possession of the disclaimed property to be delivered up to him, 
or make such other order as to the possession thereof as may 
be just. Any person injured by the operation of tuis section 
shall be deemed a creditor of the bankrupt to the extent of 
such injury, and may accordingly prove the same as a debt 
under the bankruptcy.’’ And rule 28, of 1871, provides 
that “where any property of a bankrupt acquired by a 
trustee under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, shali consist of a 
leasehold interest, the trustee shall not execute a disclaimer 
of the same without the leave of the court being first obtained 
for that purpose, and upon any application to the court 
for such leave, notice of the desire of the trustee to 
disclaim such interest stall be given to such person 
or persons as the court shall direct, and sach order 
shall be made thereoa as the court shail think fit.” 
A lease of a house had been made at a rent of £70 for a term 
of ten years. The lessee made an underlease for the residue 
of the term (less seven days) at a rent of £55, the underlessee 
paying a premium of £100. The lessee entered into no coven- 
ant with the underlessee, except the ordinary covenant for 
— enjoyment, limited to the acts of the lessee aad 

aiming through him. The lessee afterwards filed a | quida. 
tion petition, the trustee in the liquidation applied to the 
court for leave to disclaim the lease, and the registrar gave 





court (Jesser, M.R,, and James and Lusu, L.JJ.) held 
that the registrar was right in imposing the condition. 
JesseL, M.R., said that, if the rule was valid, the applicant 


leave without imposing any condition. The lessor ap. 


imposed, because, the disclaimer having the effect of a sur- 


pealed, and it was ee that some condition ought to be 
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render of the lease, the lessor would have no remedy against 
the under]. ssee by distress or re-entry for breach of cove- 
nent, and, as was held by the Court of Appeal in Smalley v. 
Hardinge (29 W. R. 554), the lessor could not after the dis- 
claimer «ject the underlessee, and, consquently, the under- 
leseee would be able to bold the property free from the pay- 
ment of any rent to the lessor. And the 1 ssor offered to 
undertake not to sue the trustee on the covenants in the lease, 
and vot to prove agsinst the deb'or’s estate, thus giving the 
trustee and the e-tate every ben fit which they would get by 
adisclaimer. The court heli that tis was not n«cessary, 
for that the unconditional disclaimer would not affect the 
rights of the lesscr as against the underlessee. Jessut, M.R., 
referred to the rule for the construction of stututes, as ex- 
pressed by Lird Selborne in the recent cate of The 
Caledenian. Railway Company v. The North British Railway 
Compony (L. BR. 6 App. Cas. 104), ‘that the more literal 
construction onght not to prevail, if it is opposed to the in- 
ten ion of the Leg’slature »s apparent by the statute, and if 
the words are sufficiently fi:xible to admit of seme other 
construction by which that intention wi'l be better 
eff «tuated,”’ ard as thus laid down ty Lord Wens'eydale in 
Grey v. Peorson (6 H. L. Cas. 106), ‘‘that in construing wills, 
avd, indeed, statutes, ard all written instruments, the 
gremmatic:] and ordinary sense of the words is to be adhered 
t, unless that would lead tos me absurdity, or some repug- 
nance or inccpsitt-ney wi h the rest of the instrument, in 
which case the g:ammatical and ordinary s:nse of the words 
my be modified, so as to avoid that ab-urdity and inconsis- 
tency, but no furiher.” JzssxL, M.R., said that the objects 
of section 23 were plain—viz., to set the bankrupt free from 
per-onel obligations attaching to his property, and that the 
tru-tee should nct be comyelied to acquire the benkrupt’s 
property subject to the ha’ ilities which affected it, and to 
which he would become persona! ly liable, but tbat, if the prop- 
erty was not worth more tian the lial ilities attaching to ir, 
the trnstee should be able to disclaim it and the Jiabili- 
ties. He was not to keepthe property and get rid of the 
liabilities. His lordsbip thought that thse were the only 
o} jects of the Legislature. It could not be supposed that 
they intended to confiscate any maw’s property without any 
reason vhatever. A contruction of the section which would 
lead to such a result might well be described as an ab- 
surdity. But that would be the result of a lieral con- 
struction. Su;pose that a building contract between a 
landowner and a tuiléer was pledged by the builder as 
security for a debt of bimself or of some ther person, and 
the contract vas not worth more than the monty advanced 
upon it, could the Legislature have intended that the lender 
of the monty sbould Jose his security because ‘he trustee in 
the benkruptcy of the builder chose to diecluim the con- 
tract? Could anything be more abrurd than that, and yet 
that would be the result of a liters] construction of the 
section. And, in the case of a contract, there was 
no provision made, as there was in the case of a 
lease, that the trustee should nct disclaim without the 
leave of the court. If the section was to be construed 
literally, the disclaimer of a lease by the tru-tre would de- 
ive an equitable mortgagee of the lease cf his security ; 
t would, it the lessee bad made a leg»] murtgage by way of 
underlease, deprive the lessor of bis property for the benefit 
of the mortgagee; and if valuable shares in a c mpany bad 
been pledged a8 security for a debt, the dircloimer by the 
trustee of the shareholder would wok a forteiture of the shares 
for the ben: fic of the company. The results of a literal 
construction of the section would be so wonstrous that it 
most be consider:d absurd, It might te raid that the 
provision that the court might order possession of the 
diselgimed property to be delivered up to any person 
interested iv it, or might make such other order ss to the 
posession as mi.bt be just, shows that the Legislatnre was 
sealing only with prow rty over which the Court of Bank- 
roptcy bad power, end of which it could dispose, Bat, if 
the & ction w-re res ricted to case of that kind, the fall relief 
intended would nor be given. The sectiow must, therefore, 
be tread a# meaning that the oblivation of the bankrupt was 
to be put an end to by the disclaimer #0 far only as it 
created rights and lisbili ies »s berween the trustee and the 
bevkropt +n4 his estate and the other party to the contract 
—s lat, that is, a8 was necessary to relieve the bankrupt and 
his estate ond the trustee from liability, the persons who 
were injured by this having a right given to them to prove 
against the bankrupt’s estate respect of the injury. 





Constrning ‘the section in this way, the result would be 
that the disclaimer of the lease would not affect 
the right of the lessor to distrain on the under. 
lessee for the rent reserved by the original lease, 
and to re-enter on the property for breach of the 
covenants in that lease. James, L.J., said that when a 
sub-demise is made, the sub-tenant took the property 
subject to all the original lessor’s rights in rem, though he 
was not liable upon the personal covenants of the original 
l+ssee with tke Jessor. It would be a violation of every 
principle of law and justice, and against all common sense, 
to permit two men, by bargaining with each other, to affect 
any right of property of another man, particularly any 
right of the owner from whom they both derived title. And 
it would seem to be equally egainst principle and against 
common honesty that a lessee, by becoming bankrupt, 
should deprive the lessor of his remedies in rem, or release 
a sub-lessee from the legal liabilities and obligations to 
which the property was liable in his hands before the 
bankruptey. If the lessee were insolvent, but not made a 
bankrupt; if the lessee had died insolvent, the lessor’s 
remedies as ag-inst the estate itself, and the sub-lessee’s 
liatility to distress and forfeiture would remain. Was it 
possible to conceive that the insolvency resulting in bank- 
ruptcy shon'd confiscate the lessor’s right, and give the sub- 
lessee an absolute immunity from such distress and 
forfeiture? The object of the bankrupt law was merely 
to regulate the distribution of the bankrupt’s assets among 
his creditors, and to relieve the bankrupt and his estate from 
future liability to his creditors, Bat it was never intended 
to affect rights and liabilitits as between the creditor and x 
third party. The consideration of the hardships which 
would result from a literal construction of the word 
**surrender” in section 23 might perhaps lead to the 
conclusion that, when it said that the disclaimer should 
operate as na surrender, there must be an implied con- 
dition that the trustee had full right to surrender, not 
only the lease, but the prop-rty itself, freed and dis- 
charged from all estates and interests; that rule 28 was 
cbligatory on the trastee; and the cvurt ought not to 
give its assent, unless satisfied that it could do so with- 
out injustice to the lessor or to anyone else, and without 
prejudice to any rights or remedies of or against any third 
person, But as that construction would not give the trustee 
the immunity which it was intended that he should have, the 
more complete and satisfactory solution of the riddle might 
be found in the principle that when a statute enacts that 
something should be deemed to have been done, which in 
truth was not done, the court was entitled and bound to 
ascertain for what purposes and between what persons the 
statutory fi'tion was to be resorted to. Having regard, 
therefore, to the object of the bankruptcy law, when the 
Act said that a lease which was never surrendered in fact 
was to be deemed to have been surrendered, the words must 
be read with thi: qualification (which was absolutely neces- 
tary to prevent the most grievous injustice, and the most 
revolting absurdity), “‘ shall, as between the lessor on the 
one hand, and the bankrupt, his trustee, and estate on 
the other hand,’<be deemed to have been surrendered, 
Lusu, L.J., said that he had felt very great difficulty in 
coming to a satisfactory conclusion; but, after mach con- 
sideration, be bad come to the conclusion that the words of 
the section must be qualified in order to carry out its 
object. It seemed impossible to construe the section 
literally without defeating ita object and creating a mani- 
feat absurdity, The word ‘‘surrender” muat be read in 
a qualified sense, the object being merely to put the trustee 
in the same position as if the lease had never become 
vested in him, Any qualifying words that might be neces- 
sary so to restrict the literal meaning of the section might 
beinserted, The point was not present to the minds of 
the court which decided Smalley v. Hardinge; but it did 
not affect the decision, His lordship said that he thought 
the object of rule 28 of 1871 was to secure that the 
trastee should not waste valuable prope: ty of the bankrupt. 





Jyseun, M.R., added that the ander-lessee was entitled to 
prove in the liqnidation for the difference between the rent 
reverved by the under-lease aod that reserved by the 
original lease, which he would now have to pay.—SoLicitors, 
Henderson § Buhle; I, Montagu. 
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Rastway Company—ABANDONMFNT—JUDGMENT CREDI- 
TOR—PARLIAMENTARY DepostT—Recetven—* UNDERTAK- 
inc "—RatLway Companies Act, 1867.—In a petition of Jn 
re The Birmingham and Lichfield Junction Railway Company, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 28th ult., a question 
arose a8 to the meaning of the term ‘‘ undertaking” io 
section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, and whether 
it applied t> a company which had given no notices 
to treat and had never commenc:d their railway. The com- 

any was incorporated in 1872, and, by an Act of 1874, 
was authorized to make crrtain deviations and other rail- 
ways. A sum of £1,780 was deposited in chancery in 
pursuance of standingorders in respect of the last-mentioned 
Act. The company had given no notices to treat, and had 
purchased no lands under the powers in the two Acts, 
and never commenced the railways authorized, and had not 
paid up one-half of their capital nor expended one-half of 
their capital. A petition was now presented by a judgment 
creditor for £1,274, for a receiver of the undertaking, 
and for an inquiry what compensation was due to any 
landowners, and that the parliamentary deposit might be 
applied in payment of the compensation and of the amount 
due to the petitioner on his jadgm nt, and to the other 
creditors of the company. JxsseL, M.R., held that, as the 
railwa\s authorized by the Ac's had not been commenced, 
the company was not av “undertaking” within the 
meaning of section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 
1867, and, therefore, that a receiver could not be appointed. 
He therefore dismissed the petition, but without costs.—So- 
Licitors, H, R. T. Alexander ; Tilleard, Goaden, & Holme ; 
Kendall, Price, § Francis ; Hare § Co. 





ADMINISTRATION—LeEGacy For Lire witH REMAINDER 
OVER—INTEREST FROM DeaTH OF TEsTATOR OR FROM A 
YEAR AFTERWARDs—Practice — SoLiciToR AND CLIENT 
Costs—W HEN GIVEN TO PLaintif¥Fs Not Trustess—Costs 
OF ATTENDING ACCOUNTS AND INQUIRIES.—In & case of 
Re Ruddock, deceased, Ruddock v. Redgrave, before the Mas- 
ter of the Rolls on the 30th ult., a question arose on 
further consideration whether interest was payable from the 
death of the testator or only from a year after his death, 
where a legacy was given to the testator’s widow for life, 
and then to other persons for their lives, with remainders 
over. JESSEL, M.R., held that it was settled, since the case 
of Gibson v. Bott (7 Ves. 89), that a legacy under the above 
circumstances only bore interest from a year from the tes- 
tator’sdeath. In the case of an annuity, or where a legacy 
was given to infants, the rule was otherwise, but he con- 
sidered there was no sound reason why interest should not 
be payable immedistely where a sum was given to one for 
life, with remainders over. In his opinion the law required 
alteration which prevented, as here, the widow of a testator 
from receiving interest until two years from the death. Ac- 
cording to the minutes in the same case solicitor and client 
costs were allowed to the plaintitfs who were not trustees, 
The parties appearing were willing to consent to such an 
order being made, but it appeard there were infants in- 
terested in the re-idue, Jxsset, M.R., said he could not 
allow the plaintiffs to have solicitor and client costs under 
the above circumstances, and the minutes should not have 
teen drawn on that footing, He never allowed such costs 
(except to executors and trustees) unless some special cir- 
cumstances were mentioned, or where all parties beng 
competent consented, and in fact he should direct the 
registrars not to draw up in future orders giving solicitor and 
client costs except to trustees unless the matter were 
specially brought to his notice, Under an order certaia 
of the residuary legatees had liberty to attend the taking 
of the accounts 80 far as concerned the claima of one of 
the plaintiffs and one of the defendanta, an executor, but as 
to all the other accounts and inquiries the plaintiffs’ 
solicitor was directed to represent them. The result of 
the parties attending was that the above claima were 
disallowed, ‘They had iv consequence attended the taking 
of the reat of the accounts, and now asked that they 
might be allowed their coats of so doing out of the estate, 
seeing that their attendance had been so beneficial. 
JuesxL, M.R., said that no persons except parties to the 
action could get their costs out of the estate except they 
attended by leave. No doubt their attending under the 
Order bad been beneficial, bat ho could not deviate from 


them by the order.—Soxicitors, Holder ; Hyde, & Co; 
M. B. King. 





Marrtep Woman — Etection —Surarate Use — 
RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION.—In a case ot Smith v. Lucas, 
also before the Master of the Rolls on the 30th ult., a 
question aross whether a married wowan could be put to 
ber election as between two instruments, under one of 
which she took for her separate use simply, and under the 
other for her separate use with a restraint againat anticipa- 
tion. Jesser, M.R., held that the restraint on anticipa- 
tion prevented her giving up the property, and so from 
being put to her election.—Soxicitors, T. White § Sons : 
Jones, Blazland, § Sons. 





LaxNDLORD AND Tenant—Licence To Essct—-FoRcIBLs 
Entry—StatoutTe 5 Ricu. 2, Statute 1, c. 8—Lease oF 
PuBLic-HovsE—CovENANT TO TAKE Beer FROM Lessor 
onty—Impirep Covenant on Paztor Lessor.—lIn 8 case of 
Edwick v. Hawkes, before Fry, J., oa the, 25th ulf., a 
question arose a3 to the validity of a licence by a tenant to 
his landlord to eject him without any process of law, and 
there was a further question as to tie construction of a 
covenant by the tenant of a public-house with his landlord 
(a brewer) to buy from the landlor!, duricg the term, all the 
beer consumed on the premises. The lease of a public-houss 
granted by some brewersto apublican in June, 1880, contained 
a covenant by the lessee that he would purchase of the lessors 
during the continu»nce of the demise ali beer, ale, &c., that 
should be sold or consumed in, or upon, the d-mised premises. 
The lessor: entered into no covenant with the lessee as to the 
supply of beer, they covenanting only for the quiet enjoyment 
of the premises by him. There was a proviso forre-entry by 
the lessors in the event of a breach of any of the covenants 
of the lessee, In September, 1880, the lessors discovered 
that the l-ssee had been purchasing through an agent, un- 
known to them, a species of beer brewed by them for the use 
of private families, but which they never supplied and 
always refused to supply to publicans. The lessee had 
previously complained that the beer supplied to him by the 
lessors was bad and unfit for consumption. On making this 
discovery the lessors charg-d the lessee with a breach of 
covenant, and told him that he had forfeited his lease, and 
they induced him to sign a document whereby, in considera- 
tion of the lessors not taking immediate steps to eject him, he 
undertook to give them quiet possession on the 29th of 
September, and authorized t.em to use the document as 
leave and licence to eject him without avy process of law on 
that date. He afterwards, on the advice of his solicitor, 
repudiated this document, and refu-ed to quit the i 
aud a few days after the 29th of September the lessors sent a 
number of men who ejected the lessee and his wife by force 
from the house, inflicting injuries on the wife in so doing. 
The action was brought by the lessee against the lessors, 
claiming to have the document whicl h» bad signed cancelled, 
and damages for the assaults on himse]f and his wife. Fay, 
J., held that the licence to eject was void, on the ground that 
it was contrary to public policy, inasmuch as it purported to 
authorize a forcible entry, an act that is msde illegal by the 
S:atute of Rich, 2. He beld aiso that if a landlord forcibly 
ejectya tenant who is wrongfully holding over, thisis an illegal 
act under that statute, even though the landlord does not 
effect an entry through the outer door of the 
force, but is allowed to enter peaceably. Fry, J., also held 
that there had been no breach of the covenant ia buying 
beer made by the lessors indirectly through an agent, 
instead of directly from them, aud that when sach a covenant 
is entered into by a tenant, there is, in the absence of aay 
express covenant, an implied covenant by the landlord that 
he will supply the tenant with any kind of beer which he 
makes and which the tenant may require, and that the beer 
supplied shall be fit for consumption, and that if the landlord 
does not fulfil this implied covenant, the tenant is at liberty 
to purchase the beer which he requires wherever he pleases. 
Aud his lordship awarded the plaintiff damages and costs.— 
Sourcrrors, H, 7. Hardcastle ; Waiker, Son, & Field. 





o—— 





The Stolen Goods Bill, on which we recently commented, 
was on Monday last, on the motion of the Lord Chaneeller, 
refered to a select committee. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


On Thursday evening a dinner, at which upwards of 120 
guests sat down, was given by the metropolitan members 
of the Incorporated Law Society to the Provincial Law 
Societies in acknowledgment of the hospitality they had 
received on their annual visits to the provinces, 


Mr. J. Moxon Cason, president of the society, occupied 
the chair, and amongst those present and invited were, 
Mr. C. C. Druce (vice-president), Mr. J. Dodds, M.P., 
Mr. W, Smith, Mr. Press, Mr. F. H. Janson, Mr. Harper, 
Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. J. Yates, Mr. H. Markby, Mr, 
Darvill, Mr. Foster, Mr. R. Cunliffe, Mr. W. Cox, Mr. 
W. Melmoth Walters, Mr. C. Lamb, Mr. W. H. Clarke, 
Mr. G. F. Crowdy, Mr. R. Pennington, Mr. W. A. 
Stickey, Mr. Bagshawe, Mr. Rider, Mr. Duncan, Mr. 
Follett, Mr. Cooper, Mr. Holden, Mr. Furniss, Mr. 
Heelis, Mr. Sydney Gedge, Mr. Fitch, Mr. Arnold, Mr. 
J. Anderson Rose, Mr. A, E. Finch, Mr. Tweedale, Mr. 
Burne, Mr. A. Jevons, Mr. Kay, Mr. J. Yates, Mr. 
Turner, Mr. H. Manisty, Mr. Cartwright, Mr. Burch, Mr. 
Clarke, Mr. Jones, Mr. W. Pepperzorn, Mr. Freeman, Mr, 
Alsop, Mr. Attlee, Mr. C. Harrison, Mr. Holben, Mr. 
Yeates, Mr. Theodore Waterhouse, Mr. Wilmer, Mr. 
Jonas, Mr. Morland, Mr. Crisp, Mr. Eyre, Mr. Aldridge, 
Mr. E. Bedford, Mr. Monier Williams, Mr. Kennedy, 
Mr. Sidney Harrison, Mr. Trinder, Mr. L. Desborough, Mr. 
Scatcherd, Mr. Percy Woolley, Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. J. G. 
Bristow, Mr. Western, Mr. E. E. Lake, Mr. Ridsdale. jun., 
Mr. Isaacson, Mr. Goddard, Mr. Sawbridge, Mr. Owles, 
Mr. Charles Ford, Mr. J. Indermaur, Mr. S. Chapman, Mr. 
Tillyard, Mr. Peacock, Mr. A. R. Ford, Mr. Baker, Mr. 
Cronin, Mr. Woollacott, Mr. Pollard, Mr. Hedger, Mr. James 
Crowdy, Mr. J. Batchelor, Mr. T. D, Bolton, Mr. E. Kim- 
ber, Mr. Crossfield, Mr. George Gregory, Mr. F. W. Om- 
maney, Mr. W. A. Smith, Mr, Farlow, Mr. Shapland, Mr. 
Sidney Smith, Mr. Eggar, Mr. E. Hughes, Mr. G. B. Bat- 
chelor, Mr. Tarry, Mr. Dodd, Mr. W. H. Hazard, Mr. Spiers, 
Mr. E. W. Williamson (secretary), Mr. S. P, B. Bucknill 
(assistant secretery), and Mr. Frederick Boase (librarian). 

The toasts of ‘‘ The Queen,” and “ The Prince and Princess 
of Wales and the rest of the Royal Family” having been 
given by the PresipEnt, and honoured with the customary 
enthusiasm, 


Mr. Fouterr proposed ‘* The Houses of Parliament,” and 
said that in such an assembly it was impossible to avoid 
alluding to what had been done for the improvement of legal 
procedure, and he thought they ought to be candid enough 
to admit that what had been done had been done in a right 
direction, and that there had been a fair disposition on the 
part of the Legislature to recognize what was the good of 
the public in the way of legal procedure, and to some extent 
what was due to the solicitor branch of the profession. 
Whether any improvement could be made in that respect 
during the present session was exceedingly doubtful. As far 
as he could see at present, the only Act relating to England 
which was likely to fird its way on the Statate-book of 1881 
was that called the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill, with 
which he had a little to do, and in which the member for 
Stockton-on-Tees took a deep interest. 


Mr. Dopps, M.P., in responding, said that there was one 
fact of t interest in the present Parliament as concerned 
the solicitor branch of the profession, and that was that there 
was 4 greater number of solicitors in the House than in any 
previcus Parliament. When he first went there, there were 
only three or four members ; there were now something like 
a dozen; and he was sure they were all animated by a 
sincere desire that the interests of the profession, and the in- 
terests committed to the profession, should not suffer either in 
the House of Commons or elsewhere. 


The Presipenr, in submitting “ The Incorporated Law 
Society,” spoke of the endeavours that had been made by 
the society to improve the education of the members of the 

easion, and to raise the general tone of the solicitor 
anch of the law ; and even in performing their most painful 
duty, that of removing from the roll the names of solicitors 
who had misconducted themselves, they were actuated by 
the sime idea, 


different position held by solicitors in the eyes of the public 
of the present day compared with what it wasin the past. 

Mr. Lake proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Sacceag 
and prosperity to the Associated Provincial Law So- 
cieties,” and drew a parallel between the work of the 
guilds of the Middle Ages—which were instituted for 
the purpose of educating the various professions and 
trades with which they were connected — and the law 
societies of the present day. He paid a high tribute to the 
hospitality which had been shown by the country societies 
to the members of the London society. 

Mr. Sir (president of the Sheffield Law Society), in 
acknowledging the compliment, observed that the union of 
sympathy which brought the solicitors together at the 
annual meetings was not only of utility to the profes. 
sion, but also to the public. 

The remaining toasts were “The President,” proposed 
by Mr. Smirx, and responded to by Mr. CLazon, and ‘* The 
Entertainment Committee,’’ given by Mr. J. A, Rosz, and 
acknowledged by Mr. JANsONn. 

Daring the evening a selection of music was performed 
by Miss Annie Williams, Mr. Stedman's choir-boys, Mr. 
H. Guy, Mr. R. Hilton, and Mr. T, Harper (solo trumpet), 
urder the direction of Mr. J. Davis, who presided at the 
piano, Messrs. King & Brymer served the dinner. Mr. J. 
Hayles was toastmaster. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The annual general court of this society was held on 
the 26th ult., Robert Few, Esq.,inthe chair. The following 
report was presented and adopted :— 

1. Your directors have the pleasure of submitting to the 
members of the Law Association a report of their proceedings 
and the accounts for the last twelve months. 

2, Your directors have considered twenty-eight cases of 

the primary class, and have distributed amongst them the 
aggregate sum of £1,410. 
_ 8. They have also considered numerous applications of the 
secondary or non-members’ class which have come before 
them, and they have distributed the sum of £200 placed at 
their disposal amongst twenty-two cases. 

4. Your directors recommend to the general court that 2 
sum of £150 be placed at their disposal for the cases of non- 
members for the ensuing year. 

5. Your directors have the pleasure to report that they 
have received towards the funds of the association donations 
of £5 5s, from the Principal and Ancients of Staple Inn, £3 
from the late Treasurer of the Middle Temple, and £2 2s. 
from Horatio Brandon, Esq. They have also much 
pleasure in acknowledging the receipt of £18 18s, 10d. from 
Sir William Charley, the treasurer of the late ‘‘ Legal Prac- 
titioners’ Society.” 

6. The several investments now belonging to the associa- 
tion are as follows, viz. :— 


ad . 


New 3 per Cents, : - = £22,480 11 
3 per Cent. Consols_ - - - £1,600 0 0 
3 per Cent. Reduced - - - £2,000 0 O 
India 4 per Cents. - - . £465 13 2 
Great Indian Peninsular Rail- 
wey Stock } £2,500 0 0 
East Indian Railway Company " 
(Annuity ClassB)- } £6,887 10 0 


The dividends 
£1,259 1s. 2d, 

7. There are now 380 members of the association, 144 are 
life members and 236 are annual subscribers, the amount 
received from whom for the past year has been £468 6s., 
which sum, added to the dividends received from the above 
investments, makes the income for the year £1,727 7s. 2d. 

8. The names ot above 4,000 solicitors appear in the Law 
List for 1880, as practising within the metropolitan district 
(where the operations of the society are carried on), but there 
are only 400 members of the association. Your directors feel 
that it only needs a little personal effort on the part of in- 
dividual members in explaining the objects of the association, 
and in inviting professional friends and neighbours to become 
subscribers, to obtain « large addition to the list of members, 
and thus enable the directors to comply with more of the 
numerous applications made to them for assistance, 

9. By the regulations of the association, the president, 
vice-president, treasurers, directors, and auditors for the 


received last year amounted to 





Mr. Guvor, in acknowledging the toast, referred to the 





ensuing year are to be elected at the present meeting. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours EXxaMINATION. 
April, 1881. 

At the examination for honours ‘of candidates for admis- 
sion on the roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the ex- 
amination committee recommended the following gentlemen 
as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Cuass. 
[In order of Merit.] 


Henry James Brown, B.A., who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Cottrell & Son, of Birmingham; and Messrs. 
Gamlen & Son, of London. 

Arthur Chichester Borlase, who served his clerkship te 
Mr. Jobn Penn Milton, of Penzance. 

Alfred Steele Sheldon, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Robert Bygott, of Sandbach; and Mr. John Warwick 
Hickin, of London. 

Angus Scott Lewis, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Charles William Rees Stokes, of Tenby. 

James Turner Jackson, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
William Robert Clark, of Oldham. 

James Moxon, who served his clerkship to Mr. John Foster, 
of the firm of Messrs. Foster & Raper, of Pontefract. 

Vallance Edgar Leonard, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
H. N, Abbott, of the firm of Messrs. Fry, Abbott, Pope, & 
Brown, of Bristol; and Mr. H. S. Leonard, of London. 

William Swinburne, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Joseph Willis Swinburne, of Gateshead-on- Tyne. 

Henry Hollier Hood Barrs, LL,B., who served his clerk- 
ship tu Mr. James Bouskell, of the firm of Messrs. Miles, 
Bouskell, & Place, of Leicester; and Mr. Charles John 
Mander, of London, 

George Walker Luis Fernandes, who served his clerkship 


“to Mr. Charles Bathurst Luis Fernandez, of Wakefield. 


Srconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Francis Barber, who served his clerkship to Mr. Andrew 
Malcolm Bateson, of Harrogate; and Messrs. Ullithorne, 
Currey, & Villiers, of London. 

James Capstack Calvert, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Coppock, Marsh, & Coppock, of Stockport. 

George Dickinson, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Augustus Helder, of the firm of Messrs. Brockbank, Helder, 
& Brockbank, of Whitehaven. 

Templer Lethbridge Down, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. George Alfred Daniel, of the firm of Messrs. UCruttwell, 
Daniel, & Cruttwells, of Frome ; and Messrs, Prior, Bigg, 
Church, & Adams, of Londor. 

John Eagleton, who served his clerkship to Mr. O. C. T, 
Eagleton, of London. 

James Edwin Hodson, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Smallshaw, of Southport. 

Patrick William Mayo, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
William Marsh, of the firm of Messrs. Mayo & Marsh, of 
Yeovil ; and Messrs. Bower & Cotton, of London. 

Herbert Rooke Oldfield, LL.B., who served his clerkship 
to Mr. Arthur William Rooke, of the firm of Messrs, Rooke 
& Sons, of London. 

Atkinson Pickering, jun., who served his clerkship to Mr. 
William Hodgson, of the firm of Messrs. Holden, Sons, & 
Hodgson, of Hull; and Messrs. Chester, Mayhew, & Co., 
of London. 

Richard Procter, who served his clerkship to Mr. Thomas 
James Backhouse, of the firm of Messrs, T. J. & H. Back- 
house, of Blackburn and Burnley. 

John Davies Pryce, who served his clerkship to Mr. Richard 
Williams, of Newtown, Monteomery. 

William Showell Kogers, M.A., LL.M., who served his 
clerkship to Mr. John Henry Barclay, of the firm of Messrs, 
Johnson, Barclay, & Johnson, of Birmingham ; and Messrs, 
Burton, Yeates, Hart, & Burton, of London. 

Frank James Sykes, who served his clerkship to Mr. James 
Edward Hawksford, of the firm of Messrs. Saunders, Hawks- 
ford, & Bennett, of London, 

Edward Woodhouse Veale, LL.B., who served his clerk- 
ship to Mr. Edgar Everard Salmon, of Bristol. 
win Williams, B.A. who served his clerkship to Mr. 





William Frederick Gush, of the firm of Messrs. Gush & 
Phillips, of London. 


Turrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 


Francis Jacob Peregrine Birch, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. Frank William Stone, of the firm of Messrs, Stone & 
Simpson, of Tunbridge Wells ; and Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, 
Withers, & Russell, of London. 

George Lawrence Bulleid, who served his clerksbip to Mr. 
J. G. L. Bulleid, of Glastonbury ; and Messrs. Crowder, 
Anstie, & Vizard, of London. 

Arthur Constantine, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Thomas Jas. Backhouse, of the firm of Messrs. T, J. & H. 
Backhouse, of Blackburn. 

Robert Dowse, who served his clerkship to Messrs, Welsh 
& Son, of Manchester; and Messrs. Gregory, Rowcliffes, & 
Rawle, of London. 

William Frederick Oscar Edmonds, who served his clerk- 
sbip to Mr. Edmund Edmonds, of Newent. 

John Estill, who served his clerkship to Mr. Edward 
Peters, of the firm of Messrs. E. & J. Peters, of York. 

Joseph Henry Farmer, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Samuel George Jobnson, of Nottingham. 

Alfred Robert Orton Gery, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Robert Orton Gery, of Aberdare ; and Mr. William Mande, 
of the firm of Messrs. Rickards, Maude, & Maude, of London. 

Thomas Risley Hearn, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Gepp & Son, of Chelmsford ; and Messrs. Paterson, Snow, & 
Bloxam, of London. 

George Courtenay Henderson, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Weston, Grover, & Lees, of Manchester; Mr. John 
Herbert Slater, of the firm of Messrs. Kearsley, Slater, & 
Watts, of Manchester ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of 
London. 

Edward Frederick Knott, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. John Hammett Knott, of the firm of Messrs. Pownall, 
Son, Cross, & Knott, of London. 

Alexander Ward Lamond, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Robert Hart, of the firm of Messrs. Burton, Yeates, Hart, & 
Barton, of London. 

Frederick William Martin, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
George Edward Sharland, of the firm of Messrs, Sharland & 
Hatten, of Gravesend. 

George Hugh Morgan, who served his clerkship to Mr. Jobn 
Arthur Talbot, and to Mr. Richard Burgass Woosnam, both 
of Newtown, Montgomery. 

Arthur James O'Connor, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Crowther Davies, of Birmingham. 

Frank Samuel Preston, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Samuel Preston, of Hinckley. 

Samuel Raby, who served his clerkship to Mr. Henry 
Brearey, of York. 

William Emsley Raley, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
C. J. Dibb, of the firm of Messrs. Dibb, Raley, & Clegg, of 
Barnsley. 

Albert Sargeant, who served his clerkship to Mr. John 
Howard Russell ; and to Mr. Howard Carlile Morris, both of 
London. 

Gay Shute, jun., who served his clerkship to Mr. H. W. 
Trinder, of the firm of Messrs. Trinders & Curtis-Hayward, 
of London. 

George Edward Wade, who. served his clerkship to Mr. 
A. C. Curtiss-Hayward, of the firm of Messrs. Trinders & 
Curtis- Hayward, of London. 

Arthur William Weldon, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Henry Druit Phillips, of the firm of Messrs. Phillips & 
Son, of London. 

George Lawrence Welford, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Robert Frederick Kidd, of North Shields. 

Samuel Yearsley, juo., who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Henry Cooke, of the firm of Messrs. J. & J. H, Cooke, 
of Over, near Winsford, Cheshire. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have ac- 
cordingly given class certificates and awarded the following 
prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Brown, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s Inn. Value ten guineas. 

To Mr, Borlase, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Cliffore’s Inn, Value five guineas, 

To Mr. Sheldon, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
New Inn. Value five guineas. 

To Mr. Lewis, Mr. Jackson, Mr. Moxon, Mr. Leonard, 
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Mr. Swinburne, Mr. Barrs, and Mr. Fernandes, prioes of the | ; 


Incorporated Law Society. Value five guineas each. 
_ Tbe council have given class certificates to the candidates 
in the second and third classes, 

The number of candidates who attended the examination 
was seventy. , 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, May 31.—Mr. E. G. Spiers in the chair.—Mr. 
J. W. Eliis was elected a member. Mr, F. K. Munton 
opened the debate on the subject appointed for discussion in 
the affirm:tive, the question being, “Is the Government 
Bankruptcy Bill satisfactory?” In the discussion which 
followed, Me-srs. Saxelby, Brown, and Fox opposed, and 
Messrs. F, J. Green, W. F. Barry, and Bower supported 
the Bil. Mr. Munton baving replied, the question was 
put to the meting, and decided in the affirmative by a large 
majority. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. ALFRED EDMUND Bateman, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed one of the Secretaries to the Royal Commission on 
the Treaty of Commerce with France. Mr. Bateman was 
educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated second class in the classical tripos in 1862. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaeimus Tera, 
1872, and he has been for several years a clerk at the Board 
of Trade. 


Mr. Joun ALEXanpER Boyp, Q.C., of the Ontario bar, 
has been appointed Chancellor of the Province of Ontario, 
in succession to Mr. John Godfrey Spragge, who has been 
appointed Chief Justice of the province, 

Mr. Witttam ATHELSTAN BLAxtanp, solicitor; of 32, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been appointed an Assistant in the 
Solicitors’ Department in the Metropolitan Board of Works. . 
Mr. Blaxland was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 


Mr. Tuomas Brassey, barrister, M.P., has been created a 
Civil Knight Commander of the Order of the Bath. Sir T. 
Brassey is the eldest son of the late Mr. Thomas Brassey, and 
wag born in 1836. .He was educated at Rugby and at University 
College, Oxford, where he graduated third class in law and 
mod-ra history in 1859, and he was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1866. He has been M.P., for 
Hastings in the Liberal interest since 1868, and he was ap- 
pointed Civil Lord of the Admiralty in April, 1880. 


Mr. Grorck Joun BRAIKENRIDGE, solicitor, of 16, Bart- 
lett’s-bui dings, bas been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women for the County of Middlesex and the Cities of Lon- 
don and Westminster. 


Mr. Artruur Brett, solicitor, of Market Harborough, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Henry SHeKeLL Haynes, solicitor (of the firm of 
Haynes & Clifton), of 4, Tokenbouse-yard, and of Romford 
and Stratford, has been elected Chairman of the Justices’ 
Clerks’ Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Haynes was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1864, and is registrar of the Romford 
County Court, clerk to the magistiates for the Beacontree 
Division of Essex, and clerk of the peace, coroner, and clerk 
to the magistrates for the Liberty of Havering-atie- Bower. 


Mr. James Bisnor Hocomss, solicitor, of Rugby- 
chambers, Great James-street, Bedford-row, has been ap- 
pointed a Commi-sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicatare. 

Mr. Epwin Wit.1ay Joun, solicitor, of Haverfordwest, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commi-sioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for Pem- 
brokeshire and the Town of Haverford west, 

Mr. Heyry Bisuop Rowsext, solicitor, of 36, Great 
James-street, and of Hastings, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Francis Suexron, solicitor, of 39, Threadneedle. 
street, has been elected Cierk to the Edmonton Board of 
Guardians and Rural Senitary Authority. Mr. Stelton was 
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Mr. Tueopore Joun Smita, solicitor (of the firm of — 
Smith & Atkinson), of Hastings and Rye, has been appointed — 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of 
Deeds by Married Women for the County of Sussex, : 

Mr. Jonn Goprrey Spracce, chancellor of the provings - 
of Ontario, has been appointed Chief Justice of that province, 
in succession to Mr. Thomas Moss, dece.sed. 








DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Apert West, WILLIAM Musxerky T1Lson, and WILLIAM 
ByryE-Jones (West, Ti'son, & Byrne-Jones), solicitors, 
Buckl+rsbury, London, May 19, So far us regards the 
said Albert West. The practice will be carried on at 20, 
Bueklersbury, by the said William Muskerry: Tilson and 
William Byrne-Jones, under the style of Til-on & Byrne. 
Jones. (Gazette, May 27, 1881.] 
















COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPaANigs. 
LImitEp In CHANCERY. 

Sovutnrort anp West Lancasaree Banxtne Company, LIMITED.— 
By an order made by the M.R., dated May 16, it was ordered that 
the voluntary winding up of the above company be continued, 
Gregory and Co, Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioner 

i @asette, May 27.] 





Cuiviekr Cotron Saep Comvany, Liwitzp.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated May 21, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Milne and Co, Harcourt bldgs, Temple, agents for 
Creeke and Sandy, Burnley, solicitors for the petitioners 

TramMway SrTartive anp Stopping Company, Limitep.--By an 
order made by the M.R., dated May 21, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Randail and Angier, Gray’s inn pl, 
petitioners in person s 

WHITEHEAD AND Company, Limirep.—Creditors are required, on, 
or before Oct 25, to send their names and addresses and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to William Theobald, St Swithin’s 
lane. Nov 8 at 12is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims 

( Gazette, May 31.] 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Mapras Ireigation anp Canat Company.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated Mar 23, appointed Samuel Lowell Price, Gresham st, 
to be official liquidator 

[ Gazette, May 31.] 


Frienpty Socretres DIssoLvep, 
PripE or SxyprnHam Lover, Kent United District, Ancient Order 
of Britons, Golden Lion, Sydenham. May 24 
Sarnt Asap Friznpiy Socrery, Saint Asaph, Flint. May 2t 
{ Gazette, May 27.] 


Imprrian Turtrt FrrenpLy Buriat Socrety, South st, Kingston- 
upon-Hull. May 28 
RuYMNEY FiremMen’s Frrenviy Socrery, Duke of Wellington Inn, 
Rhymney, Monmouth. May 28 
: [ Gazette, May 31.] 














THE RAILWAY COMMISSION.* 


Feb. 28; March 1, 2, 5, 23, 1881.—T7he Tharsis Sulphur and 
Copper Company (Limited) and others v. The London and 
North-Western Railway Company. 

Supply of wagons—Specinl A t—Railway and Canal Traffic 

Act, 1854. ». 2. : 

The Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Viet. 
c. 31), s. 2, requires facilities to be given according to the powers 
of railway companies, and as special Railway Acts make the 
powers of some companies larger than those of others, so they 
also extend or limit the facilities they give to the public, and 
thus the general enactment as to affording facilities has to be 
and considered with reference to the language of any special 
clauses regarding them. 

A railwey was travsferred to a railway company under & 
special Act, section 15 of which provided that the railway ocom- 
pany, when requested so to do by ony persens occupying works or 
mwa sufactories adjacent to, and having sidings o mnected with, the 
railway transferred, wa’ at all reasonuble times and with all due 
diligence to provide wagons proper and sufficient for the con- 
veyance of all traffic passing exclusively on the lines of railway 
tranef+rred. 


* Reported by W. H. Macnamana, Esq., Barsister-at-Law. 
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complaint by persons occupying works or menu factories 
djeeat to the poh that the cotwer company did not supply 
t wagons for the traffic on the railway, 

field, that, although the duty cast upon the railway company 

by that Act was limited to cases where there waa a request for 

3 by members of a particular class, and where also any 
particular lines of railway were required to be ured, vet where 
the duty did arise, it determined what was a reasonable facility 
within the meaning of section 2 of the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act, 1854, as effectively as if it were aduty of amore general kind 
or one Which epplied under any circumstances; and the railway 
company were enjoined to afford all reascnable facilities for the 
receiving, forwarding, and delivery of the applicants’ ore passing 
exclusively over the lines transferred, having regard to the above 
section. 

This was an application under section 2 of the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Act, 1854, for en order enjoining the London 
‘and North-Western Railway Company to afford reasonable 
facilities to the applicants for the unloading and receipt of 
yrites at Garston Docks, and for forwarding it to St. 
Helens and Widnes, by supplying an adequate number of 
wagens for the traffic. 

Tbe applicants were either importers or consumers of the 
ore, or owners of the vessels in which it was imported, They 
complained that the respondents, to whom the Garston Docks 
belonged, did oot give due facilities for vessels laden with ore 
to berth and unload in the docks, and did not supply in reason- 
able time wagons for the carriage of such ore from the docks 
to St. Helens and Widnes. 

Webster, Q.C., and French, appeared for the applicants. 

The Solicitor-General (Sir F. Herschell, Q.C.), Littler, Q.C., 
and E. R. Moon, fcr the respondents, 

The Commisstovers delivered the following judgment :— 

This is an application under section 2 of the Traffic Act, 
1854, complaining of the London and North-Western Rail- 
way Company for not affording, according to its powers, 
reasonable facilities for the carriage of tratlic from Garston 
Docks to St. Helens and Widnes. The traffic is pyrites, 
and the applicants are either importers or consumers of the 
ore, or owners of the vessels in which it is imported. It is 
the duty of the respondents to transship the ore into the 
wagens in which it is sent forward, and a supply of 
wagons on hand is daily required at the docks to prevent 
the detention of ships, and demurrage claims, and to keep 
the factories at work where the ore is consumed. For 
several months previously to the application being made 
there was a great scarcity of wagons at the docks, and we 
are asked to decide that one of those facilities which a 
railway company is compellable to afford was in this case, 
under the circumstances, to provide sufficient wagons for the 
ore, and to take care that the unloading or receiving of the 
ore was not delayed for want of wagons. 

By the Act for transferring the undertaking of the St. 
Helens Company to the London and North-Western Com- 
pany, the St. Helens Canal and Railway Transfer Act, 1864 
(27 & 28 Vict. c. 296), 8. 15, the London and North-Western 
Company, when requested so to do by any person occupying 
works or manufactories adjacent to, and having sidings con- 
nected with, the railways hereby transferred, is at all reason- 
able times and with all due diligence to provide wagons 
proper and sufficient for the conveyance of all traffic passing 
exclusively on the lines of railway hereby transferred, 
except coal slack and refuse material, The duty cast upon 
the respondents by this section is limited to cases where 
there is a request for wagons by members of a particular 
class, and where also only particular lines of railway are 
required to be used, but where the duty does arise, it 
determines what is a reasonable facility within the meaning 
of the Traffic Act as effectively as if it were a duty of a more 
general kind or one which applied under any circumstances. 
That Act requires facilities to be given according to the 
powers of ralway companies, and as special Railway Acts 
make the powers of some companies larger than those of 
others, so they also extend or limit the facilities they give to 
the public, and thus the general enactment as to affording 
facilities has to be read and considered with reference to the 
language of any special clauses regarding them. In this 
case the epecial obligation is the more incumbent to be per- 
formed, because it is one of the terms on which the St 
Helens railways were transferred to their present owners, 
and being an obligation to find wagons, it makes a company 
neglecting it answerable under the Traffic Act. This was 
the principle of our decision in Watkinson and others v. 
Wrexham, Mold, and Conneh Quay Railway Company. 














The works of some of the applicants are connected by 
sidings with the railways referred to in section 15 of the St. 
Helens Act, 1864, and requests for wagons for their traffic 
were frequently addressed to the respondents ; but it is said 
that the ore from Garston Docks does not pass exclusively 
over those railways, and, therefore, that the liabilities of the 
respondents are to be measured solely by the Traffic Act, 
1854, considered independently of the special Act. The 
St. Helens Canal and Railway Act, 1846, authorized a dock 
to be made at Garston, on the Mersey, and there is no doubt 
that section 15 of the Act of 1864 applies to any traffic con- 
veyed from the dock so made, now called the old dock, to 
Widnes, St. Helens, or any other place on the railways 
formerly belonging to the St. Helens Company. But under 
an Act passed in 1867, a second dock was made at Garston 
in a space enclosed by a continuation of the sea wall of the 
old dock, and this new dock, like the old one, has sidings and 
approaches branching off from the railway. Traffic from 
the new dock uses these siding:, and hence such traffic, it is 
said, does not pass exclusively over railways that belonged to 
the St. Helens Company. But the docks and railways of 
the St. Helens Company were distinct parts of their under- 
taking, and the works since executed at Garston have been 
an extension, not of the railway at that place, but of its dock 
accommodation. The charges the respondents are anthorized 
to make by the St. Helens Transfer Act, 1864, s. 13, for ore 
cr merchandize conveyed between Garston Dock (the old one 
that is) and St. Helens, or sidirgs directly communicating 
with the lines of the St. H-lens Railway, or between the 
same Garston Dock and the sidings of any works or manu- 
factories in the township of Widnes, directly communicating 
with the St. Helens lines of railway, include dock dues, 
receiving from the ship and loading on the wagons, and also 
the use of wagons, and by the London and Nurth-Western 
Railway (New Works and Additional Powers) Act, 1867, 
this section of the Act of 1864 is made applicable to the new 
dock, as are also the two other sections of that Act which 
make mention of the olddock. But the railway has remained 
since 1867 thesame as it was before, for the Act of that year 
autborized no new line, but only such approaches and 
sidings as might bs required for the purposes of the new dock. 
It is immaterial us to traffic being deemed to use the same 
railway that it is not all loaded in the same sidings, or on the 
same portion of the terminus communicating with the docks, 
and we think that traffic conveyed between either dock and 
Widnes, St. Helens, or other places on the same railway 
system, passes exclusively on the lines of railways transferred 
from the St. Helens Company in the meaning of that expres- 
sion in section 15 of the St. Helens Transfer Act, 1864. 

The application refers chiefly to traffic for which wagons 
are requested in the terms of the section jurt cited, and it 
alleges as to such traffic that the respondents have not, at all 
reasonable times and with all due diligence, provided wagons 
proper and sufficient for its conveyance. But it refers also 
generally to the loca! traffic in ore of the St. Helens Railway 
from Garston inwards, as to which the importers and ship 
owners contend that it, as well, has motbeen afforded the 
reasonable facilities as to unloading and wagons which a 
company is liable for under the Traffic Act, irrespectively of 
any special Act. It appears that ships with ore in dock are 
berthed and discharged by the railway company, and it is 
said that as to many of the ships more than a reasonable time 
elapses between their coming into dock and their unloading 
being finished. This might be, because there were more ships 
in dock than there were berths for, but it is attributed for the 
most part to the work of unloading being retarded for want of 
wagons. That ships had frequently to cease working from 
this cause, and that the applicants were continually com- 
plaining to the company’s superintendents and managers, 
were facts clearly proved by the evidence. The ships are un- 
loaded by the company’s steam cranes, and their dock master 
keeps a daily account tor each crane of the ship on which it 
is at work, and of any time and for what cause that it is un- 
employed. This account for 1878, 1879, and part of 1880 was 
produced at the hearing, and from the words “ no wagons” 
occurring repeatedly, especially in the entries for October, 1879, 
and following months, it appears evident that the complaints 
that for want of wagons ore could not be got from the ships 
nor deliveries of ore to the manufactories sent forward, were 
well founded. The delays, and consequent qnestions as to 
time to be allowed after a ship was in dock or in berth before 
demurrage, made ship owners relactant to charter their ships 
for voyages to Garston. A ship in this trade is generally 
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chartered to make a series of voyages, and the agent of one 
charterer (the Rio Tinto Company) put in a list of vessels, 
the owners of which had paid Is. 5d, a tonextrato have them 
discharged in the Mersey at another port than Garston for 
the sake of more dispatchin unloading. In s»me cases 

the consumers at Widnes, anable to get the ore by railway 
to prevent the stoppage of their works, had the ore brought 
from the ship by lighter at an extra cost of 10}d a ton, and 
a witness for the Rio Tinto Company, whose business it was 
to receive their ore from vessels and deliver it to the different 
buyers, and who had to keep books showing, amongst other 
things, what ore was discharged into lighters, said he had 
frequently, in consequence of the short supply of wagons, 
loaded the ore into lighters alongside the quays. The main 
facts were uncontradicted by the respondents, as to such of 
them at least as bore date between the end of September, 

1879, and end of March or April, 1880, but it was repre- 
sented on their part, by way of explanation and excuse, 
that the state of things during that period was exceptional, 
that a revival of trade which commenced about September, 
1879, caused their traffic to increase faster than they could 
find means to convey it, and that in particular the requisi- 
tions for railway stock were so numerous that they had not 
enough stock for all in full, but that the whole of their 
general stock was put in circulation and distributed equally 
as far as possible, and an augmentation of it at once ordered, 
and they have now 2,000 more traffic wagans than they 
had then. 

It is noticeable, also, to account for occasional short 
supplies at any time, that the wagons which come into the 
docks under load are not available to be loaded back with 
ore instead of being returned empty, because the export 
trade is coal, which comes in owners’ wagons, and conse- 
quently the supply of wagons to be used for loads of ore 
depends upon empties being daily collected and delivered 
with punctuality at the docks, and upon the actual number 
required not being under-estimated in advance in the calcu- 
lations of the dock officers. But the complaints about the 
wagon supply for the Garston traffic being insufficient were 
not made, for the first time, towards the latter end of 1879. 
There were many complaints in 1875, as admitted by the 
respondents, and again later, and an association formed in 
1873 by the Widnes traders to protect their interests as 
manufacturers was stated by their chairman, one of the ap- 
plicants, to have frequently brought before the respondents 
the manner in which the traffic between Garston and 
Widnes wus worked with reference to the number of wagons 
amongst other points. Strong, Reid, & Page, another of 
the applicants, have six steamers, making each ten or 
eleven voyages a year to Garston, and a member of their 
firm, who gave evidence, was asked as follows :—“ Dealing 
with the last three years of the Garston trade from the 
shipowner’s point of view, have you found any delays 
there ?’’—A. “ Almost continuous delays.” Q. “From 
what cause ?””—A. ‘* Solely from want of wagons.” As re- 
gards the press of orders for wagons from trade, from Septem- 
ber, 1879, becoming rapidly and generally more active, had 
the case been that there wasa large and sudden increase of 
the cre traffic, and that the respondents did not at once send 
extra wagons in proportion, it would have been met by their 
answer that their reserve of stock was not sufficient to 
give at once additional wagons at all points of their 
line. Bat the imports of pyrites into Garston according to 
the figeres put in were, for 1878, 172,000 tons ; for 1879, 
157,000 tons; and for 1880, 232,000 tons. The imports 
were not more in the Jatter part of 1879 than in the corres- 
ponding part of 1878. They were at an increased rate 
throughout 1880, and wagons were more plentiful alter the 
beginuing of that year, but it was not till April or May that 
there were as many a8 were wanted, and that complaints 
ceased a8 to the way in which ore was discharged and for- 
warded. Bot up tothe end of 1879 it was for ore of an 
amount in which there was nothing excessive that the means 
of conveyance seem to have been deficient, and as regards, at 
any rat+, the species of treffic mentioned in section 15 of the 
Act of 1864, we thiuk the respondents did not give facilities 
according to their statutory obligations, It was not enough, 
having regard to those obligations, to distribute wagons 
equally a6 far a possible, We think, as to the troffic in 
question, their duty in respect of providing wagons goes 
beyond their general duty in that respect. ‘They are re- 
quires wt all reasousble times and with all due diligence to 
provise wagons proper and eufficient for the conveyance of 
al! such traffic, and under this enactment wagons for service 


———. 
a 


on the St. Helens line may properly be demanded even ha 


circumstances which would excuse a deficient supply of then 
in the case of other lines. We are of opinion that the com. 
plaints have been proved at least as to wagons for carryj 
such of the ore from Garston as came under the special enag,, 
ment, and that as to ore similarly circumstanced in future jt 
is our duty to enjoin the respondents to afford all reasonable 
facilities for the receiving, forwarding, and delivering of it, 
having regard to the provisions of section 15 of the §& 
Helens Transfer Act, 1864. 

Part of the application was an allegation that the respond. 
ents neglected the local traffic of the St. Helens line because 
their maximum rates on that line were lower than the corre. 
sponding rates on their other lines. This charge was with. 
drawn by the applicants at the hearing, but, as respects the 
question of costs, no extra expense having been caused by 
it, the fact that it was made may be left out of considera. 
tion. 

The application also contained a complaint that ships in 
dock at Garston were not berthed in proper turn, and that an 
undue preference was given to some steamers trading from 
Havre, vot only in berthing them before other ships, but also 
in keeping a vacant berth for them when there were other 
ships in dock waiting to discharge. One or two instanegs 
were given in which a berth was so kept vacant, but as to 
them we prefer to express no opivion, as they were staied to 
be the subject of an action still pending. But as to the 
alleged undue or unreasonable preference in the steamers from 
Havre having been berthed and unloaded as soon as they 
arrived, we consider that ground of complaint to have failed 
to be made out. Costs must be paid by the respondents, ex- 
cept so far as they have been increased by that particular 
complaint. 

Subsequently the Commissioners gave the respondents 
leave to appeal from their judgment to the Queen’s Bench 
Division upon the question whether or not section 15 ot the 
St. Helens Canal and Railway Transfer Act, 1864, applies to 
traffic which originates upon and passes over the docks, 
sidings, and approaches at Garston, constructed under the 
powers of the respondents’ Act of 1867. 

Solicitors for applicants, W. W. Wynne, for H. Forshaw & 
Hawkins, Liverpool. 

Solicitor for respondents, R. F. Roberts. 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

Barratt, Francis, Plymouth, Esq. July 1. Stokes, Bodmin 

Barrow, Rev James, Southwell, Nottingham, Clerk. July % 
Stenton and Co, Southwell 

Brat, Henry Ripuey, Leinster gdns, Hyde Park, Esq. 
Beal, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Brooxs, ‘PHomas, Mattocklane, Ealing, Esq. July 1. Palmer and 
Bull, Bedford row, Holborn 

Burwitneron, Exizanetu, Brownlow rd, Dalston. June 9. Bridger, 
Botolph lane, Eastcheap 

Cowrgr, Frepericx, Montagu sq, Esa. June 24, Stoneham and 
Legge, Philpot lane . : 

Crestavono, AnpREA, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Librarian 

July 1. Shaen and Co, Bedford row 


July & 


Crookes, Septimus Witkinsoy, Shifnal, Salop, Gent. July 1. 
King and Peto, Abchurch lane 

Day, James, Spitalfieids Market, Gent. June 20, Hanbury and Co, 
New Broad st 

Deacon. Joseru, Ibstock, Leicester, Farmer. July 1, Smith and 
Mammatt, Ashby de la Zouch 

Dixon, Witt1am, Owersby, Lincoln, Farmer. June 30, Rhodes, 


Market Rasen 

Doyux, Exvizanyts, Crimplesham Hall, Norfolk. June 14, Reed 
and Wayman, Downham Market 

Doyir, Hannan, Crimplesham Hall, Norfolk, June 14. 
Wayman, Downham Market $ 

Eyer, Francis, Kingston on Hull, Merchant, June 21, Holden 
and Co, Kingston upon Hull 

Gituvat, WitttaAm, Stamford, Commercial ‘Traveller. 
Atter, Stamford 

Hayman, Exizapeta, Teignmouth, Devon, 
and l'ozer, Teignmouth : 

Hinscureny, Martin Lovts, Tressillian crescent, Lewisham High 
rd, Gent, June 20. Clarke and Co, Gresham House, Old Broad 


Reed and 


Sept 1 


July 1. Whidborne 


street 

Hovpus, James Henny, Hampton Coftrt Palace, Gent, June 21, 
Holden and Co, Kingston upon Hull i 

Houven, Joun Fxauns, Kingston upon Hull, Surgeon, June 2). 
Holden and Co, Kingston upon Hu 

Howarth, Joun, Stockport, Grocer, July 12, Smith, Great Under- 
bank, Stock port 

Kuun, WieriaM, Orford, Suffolk, Farmer, Aug 13, Welton, Wood- 
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AS eee gy 


wm @ se 





881, 
: even jp 
Y Of they 
the on 
Carryy ; 
cial Be 
future jt 
aSOnable 
Dg of it, 
the §¢ 


respond. 
because 
© Corre, 
a8 with. 
ects the 
used by 


dnsiderg. 





ships in 
| that ap 
1¢ from 
but also 
'e Other 
IStances 
6 as to 
ule to 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 593 





: June 4, 1881. 





Jaze, Janz, Bolton, Lancaster, Beer Seller. June 3. Eckersley, 
ton 


Bo. 

np, JamEs, Lee Manchester Warehouseman. June 14, 

eacelby ani Faulkner, mmonger lane 

oo a Anne Ramsay, Hove, nr Brighton. June 24. Verrall, 
Brighton 

‘ones, Groreina, Plymouth. June 29. Willcocks and Prideaux, 
Plymouth 


LEGAL NEWS. 


Mr. Charles Hall has been appointed a Queen’g Counsel. 
On Thursday week an influential deputation of country 


Newman, Lucy, Stockwell Park rd, Brixton, June 14. Saxelby | bankers waited upon Mr. Chamberlain, at the Board of 


and Faulkner, Ironmonger lane 


Trade, on the subject of the pending Bankruptcy Bill. 


Oapen, Witt1AM Henry, Highfield, nr Southampton, Esq. June Mr. W. Beckett Denison, os presi jeune the ‘rte 
” » ’ assoc > 


30. Baddeley and Sons, Leman st 


Oxtry, Joun Stewart, Worth, Sussex, Esq. June 30, Johnsons | stated that the main provisions of the Bill met with the entire 


and Co, Austin Friars 

Pstvin, ANN, Street, Somerset. Jure 24. Bulleid, Glastonbury 

Prtvix, Epwin, Street, Somerset, Carpenter. June 24. Bulleid, 
Glastonbury 

Repxison, Witt1sM, Holloway rd, Ivory Turner. June 20. Han- 

bury and Co, New Broad st 

Ricwarpson, Frepsrick, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Esq. June 21. 
Ingram and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

RiepEN, Saraw, Margate, Kent. July 30. Wightwick and Gardner 
Folkestone 

Scuenx, GrorcGe, Vine st, Minories. July 1. Hollams and Co, 
Mincing lane 

Srymovur, Samuzt, Leckhampton, Gloucester, Bricklayer. June 29. 
Mallory, Cheltenham 

Soviey, James, Ickham, Kent, Farmer. July 9, Plummer and 
Fielding, Canterbury 

TWEDDELL, Wrt1u1am, Dunston, Durham. July 1, Arnott and 
Swann, Newcastle upon e 

VERNELL, JaAmEs, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Gent. June 24, Kennedy 
and Co, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Wess, RicHarD Matuam, Brighton Esq. June 24. Verrall, 


Brighton 
[ Gazette, May 20. | 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
MAY 27.~BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PrivaTe Bitus.—Brighton and Dyke Railway, Cheshire 
Lines Committee. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitts. — Nar Valley Drainage, Warehouse 
Owners’ Company, Hyde Gas, Leicester Improvement. 
MAY 30.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Brtits.—Bagot Estate, Furness Railway, Staly- 
bridge Extension and Improvement, Edmonton Local Board, 
Great Eastern Railway. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitts.—Stockton Bridge, Milford Haven Dock 
end Railway, Burton-upoo-Trent (Station-street Extension) 
Railway, Dudley Gas. 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Customs and Inland Revenue, 
MAY 31—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PrivaTE Brrts.—Redcastle and Tarradale Estatee, Ellon 
Trost Estates, Earl of Hardwicke’s Estate, London and 
North. Western Railway (Additional Powers), Rosebush 
and Fishguard Railway, Midlard Railway, Bray Township. 
Customa and Inland Revenue, Veterinary Surgeons, 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law, No. 2). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brits —Cleator Moor Local Board, Ryton Local 
Board (Water), Cheltenham Corporation Water, Matlook 
Water. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MAY 26.—BILL IN COMMITTEE, 
Alkali Works Regulation (Clauses 1—15). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 
Private Briis,—Exeter Tramways, Reading Corpora- 
tion, Rotherham, Parkgate, and Rawmarsh Street Tram- 
way. 
, MAY 30.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 
Privatsé Birie.—Central Norfolk Railway, Charnwood 
Forest Railway (Deviation, &.), Metropolitan Board of 
Worke, Metropolitan Bridges, Potteries, Shrewsbury, and 
North Wales Railway, Whitland and Cardigan Railway, 
Woking Water and Gas. 
Customs and Inland Revenue, 
MAY 381.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Privat& BiILts.—Birkeohead Corporation (Improvement, 


approval of country bankers, who recognized it as an earnest 
attempt to deal with the very serious imperfections in the 
present law. There were, however, several particulars in 
which amendments were desired. These were:—1. The pro- 
visions of the 16th clause, with regard to the valuation of 
securities ; 2, the provision in the 17th clause, requiring 
holders of bills of exchange to value the other names upou 
the bills before voting as creditors upon the bankrupt’s 
estate ; 3, the provision requiring payment of all moneys 
into the Bank of England. On the first point it was sub- 
mitted that the existing rules of court, which were incor- 
porated into the Bill in the 16th clause, worked unjustly 
to the partially secured creditor in compelling him to 
give up for the benefit of the estate any surplus which 
the security might realize above the valuation price, while 
in the event of the security realizing less than the value 
placed upon it, the creditor could not prove for the balance, 
and it was suggested that the Scotch law on the subject 
would, in its main features, meet the justice of thecase. On 
the second point, it was urged that the existing law did not 
give rise to any practical injustice, but that if any amend- 
ment was necessary it would be sufficient to provide that 
the holders of bills should value the names of those liable 
in priority to the debtor. On the third point, it was con- 
tended that the puyment of all moneys into the Bank of 
England would make it practically impossible to work many 
estates, and more especially those in which the trustee for a 
shorter or longer period of time was compelled to carry on 
the business of the debtor, and it was urged that the objec- 
tions to the present system would be sufficiently met by 


requiring trustees to pay all moneys to a separate account 
with such bank as the majority of creditors should appvint, 
all balances unclaimed on the closing of an estate being paid 
by the trustees into the Bank of England. Mr. Chamberlain 
expressed his satisfaction that the Bill in its chief provisions 
met with the approval of the country bankers, and expressed 
the hope that the amendmests which he was intendiug to 
introduce would meet the objections which had been raised, 
and enable the Bill to pass into law during the present 
session. Mr. Denison having thanked Mr. Chsmberla‘n, the 
deputation retired. 








An issue is announced of 6,000,000dols. First Mortgage 

Six per Cent. Gold Bonds of the Oregon and California 

Railroad Company. and the London and San Francisco Bank 

will receive subscriptions for 2,245,000do!s. of the amount. 

The loan is made in pursuance of the plan of re-organization 

ratified by the stockholders on the 7th of last moa'h, and 

the proceeds, after discharging the prior lien of 2,000, 000dols. 
of German Obligations, are to form a consiruction fund ex- 

clusively applicable to the completion of the lines and the pay - 

ment of interest not exceeding four coupons per bond. A 
statement has also been issued showing the position and 
prospects of the company. ‘lhe present Oregon and California 
Railroad Company is a re-orgauization of the original Oregon 
and California Railroad Company, with which has been con- 
solidated the Oregon Central, Western Oregon, and Albany 
and Lebanon Railroad Companies, and it now owns all the 
railronds, lands, franchises, and property of those companies. 
It derives its land grants and franchises from the Government 
ot the United States. The grants of lands made by Acts of 
Congress were at the rate of 12,800 acres (equal to twenty 
square miles) per mile of road, subject to the ordinary reserva- 
tions of existing rights. Considerable sales have been made, 
but th: re still remain over 1,900,000 acres, This immense body 
of lauds can of course only be realized in a long series of years; 
and the large proportion of timber land, while perhaps of 
ar at value in the farure, is vot available for immediate 
cultivation or settlement, ‘The capital of the company as 
re-organized consista of twelve millions of dollars of Sevea 
per Cent. Preferred Stock, and seven million dollars of Com- 
mon Stock. The properties are now subject to the prior lien 





&o.) (No. 2), Lea Bridge, Leyton, and Walthamstow Tram- 
waye, South Metropolitan Gas. 


of two million dollars of German Obligations, which are 
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redeemable at par, at the option of the company. The pre- 

sent issue is made for the purpose of effecting that redempticn 
and completing the line to California in order to connect with 
the Centra] Pacific, in accordance with the Act of Congress 
of July 25, 1866, end thus unite Portland in Oregon, and 
San Francisco in California by a through line of railroad, 
The snrplus of bonds available for construction, upwards of 
four millions of dollars, is believed to be sufficient to finish 
the road to the anthorized point of junction at the State line 
in two years. The purchasers of the bonds now offered to 
the pulie will have comprised in the mortgage securing their 
bonds all the present property of the company, and all the 
new property created by the surplus proceeds of the new 
bonds remaining after redemption of the two millions prior 
lien. Acvording to the terms of the mortgage no further 
issne can be made before 1883. 































































































SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 7.—Mesers. James Lewis & Co., at the Mart, at 1 p.m., 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this 
week, p 3.) 

June 8.—Merars. Eowin Fox & Bovusriz.p, at the Mart, at 2 
p-m., Freehold Baildiog Estates (see advertisement, May 21, 
p. 5.) 

Jane 9.—Messrs. Tuntey & Boye, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., 
Reversion (see advertisem-nt, May 28, p. 3. 









































at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Shares (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 3.) 

Jun= 10.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney & Co, at the 
Mart, at 2 pm., Freebol4 and Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, May 21, p. 4.) 






































LONDON GAZETTES. 


fancravrs, 
Fripay, May 27, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bath, Michael Edward Lawrence, High Holborn, Cork Manufac- 
turer. Pet May 24. Murray. June 17 at 11 
Harvey, , and Francis Hoole Davids, apse apg st Within, 
Auctioneers. Pet May 25. Brougham. June 21 at 11.30 
Iago, Arthur John, Draper’s gdns, Stock Broker. Pet May 25. 
Brougham. June 21 at 11 
Ranwell, William, Cowper st, City rd, Packing Case Maker. Pet 
May 26. Hazlitt. June 15 at 12.30 

















































































































Willis, John, Vere st, Clare Market, Leather Merchant. Pet May 
23. Pepys. June 15 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Asbury, David, Manchester, Ale and Porier Agent. Pet May 25. 








Lister. Manchester, June 16 at 12 
Leal, William Richard, and Albert Henry Leal, Freshwater, I.W., 
Smiths. Pet May 21. Blake. Newport, Jane 11 at 11 
Rudgard, William Dore, Oxford, Gent. Pet May 24. 
Oxford, June 14 at 12 
Strutt, Elizabeth Henrietta Frances, Woolston, Southampton. Pet 

May 20. Daw,jun. Southampton, June 10 at 12 

Tcespay, May 41, 1881. 
Under the tHankruptcy Act, 1869. 


Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


























Bishop. 








































Peacock, Anthony Philip, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor. Pet May 

%. Hazlitt. June 15 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Brookes, Owen, Liandndno, Carnarvon, Chemist. Pet May 27. 
Jones. Bangor, June 14 at 3.30 

Coldham, Henry, Horsham 8t Faith’s, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet May 
27. Cooke. Norwich, June 11 at 12 

Richards, Charles Thomas, Pontefract, York, Solicitor. Pet May 27. 





Mason. Wakefield, June 15 at ll 
Winterbottom, George, and William Thomas Marsh, Barnsley, York, 
Wire Drawers, Pet April. Bury. Warnsley. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faetpay, May 27, 1951. 
Briggs, Thomas, Manchester, Yarn Merchant, 
Drew, Ambrose, Cinderford, Gloucester, Grocer, 


Tveswsy, May 31, 1891. 
Vinee, Richard, Blackheath hill, Greenwich, Coach Builder. 










May 23 
ay 20 



































y 
Meeaing, William Dankley, Olney Grounds, Northampton, Farmer. 
y 






Liquidation« by Arrangement, 
FIRST MELTINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Alle John Fenwick, Lilangood, Anglsaon, Copper 8 Iter. J 
en, Jobn LO me! inne 
“ie m Asanciasin ~ oe Us, Cook #, Liverpool, For- 
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Jane 10.—Mesere. CHINNOCK, Gatswortuy & CHINNOCK, at | 





S idkenge 





= une i. at 2, at offices of ‘Cooper Brothers and Co, street, 

Pheooy Mansion House. a 
no! rt Hen igh st, Peckham, Greengrocer. June 7, 
at 3, offices of Micklethwait, Red Lion sq 

Atheriey, George, the younger, West Bromwich, Stafford, Confec. 
— June 8, at 11, at offices of Hughes, High st, West Brom. 
wich - 

Ballard, Herbert, Cassland rd, South Hackney, Corn Factor’s Clerk. 
June 9, at 2, at ‘office of Ashwin, Garden-court, Temple 

Beake, Alfred, Canton, Cardiff, Boot and Shoe Maker. June 8, at 
12, at office of Kennard, Queen st, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Price, 


Cardiff 
Behagg, William Ashley, Warboys, 


Huntingdon, Miller. June 13, 
at 12, at Pelican Inn, Warboys. Serjeant, Ramsey 
Bevan, William, Bloxwich, Stafford, Harness alae: June 10, at 


11, at office of Stanley, Bridge st, Walsall 

Blake, Samuel James, Bristol, Grocer. June 3, at 12, at offices of 
Bennett, Broad st, Bristol 

Bridges, Thomas, Chatham, out of business. 
of Norman, High st, Chatham 

Brokoski, Constantine, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. June 9, 
at 12, at offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Brown, Samuel Thomas, Birmingham, ‘lailor. June 8, at 2, at 
offices of Brown, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Coles, Jesse, Fareham, Hants, Pork Butcher. June 9, at 3,at Bugle 
Hotel, West st, Fareham. King, Portsea 

Collinge, Abraham, Castleton, near Rochdale, Lancaster, Farmer. 
June 8, at 3, at offices of Watson, Church lane, Oldham 

Conibear, John, Swansea, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
12.30, office of Parsons, High st, Bristol. 
foal, Swansea 

Cosham, Thomas, Carlton rd, Paddington, Baker. 
offices of Anderson and Sons, Ironmonger lane 

Coward, William, Pennington, Lancaster, Beerseller. 

| at offices of Buckley, Bond st, Leigh 

} Cox, William, Leeds, Solicitor. June 7, at 11, at Brayshaw’s Res- 

| taurant, Bridge st, Bradford. Grisdale, Leeds 


June 7, at 11, at offices 


June 7, at 
Hartland, Davies and 





June 9, at 3, at 


June 9, at 3, 


Coxhead, Fre lerick John, West Ferry rd, Millwall, Barge Builder, 
June 8, at 3, at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Hulbert, Cole- 
man street 

Cranke, William, Egrement, Cumberland, Labourer. June 8, at 12, 
at Shaw’s King’s Head Hotel, Broughton-in-Furness. Dickinson, 
Broughton-in-Furness. 

Davey, Frederick Thomas, and Robert Lawson, Pocock st, Black- 
friars rd, Hot Water Engineers. June 8 at 1, at offices of Waring, 
Blackman st, Southwark 

Davies, William Henry, Wigan, Lancaster, Butcher. 

| at office of Stuart, King st, Wigan 
Eals, John, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Grocer, 

offices of Garrick, Lee and Sons, Haltwhistle 

| Edwards, James, Tarporlay, Chester, Gentleman. June 14, at 1.30, 

at the Crewe Arms Hotel, Crewe. Paddock and Sons, Hanley 

Elford, Charles, rr Somerset, Baker. June 8, at 11, at offices 
of Watts, Yeovil 

Elkington, William, Wolverhampton, Manufacturer of Washers. 
June 10, at 12, at offices of Underhill, Darlington st, Wolver- 
hampton 

Evans, George, Ludlow, Salop, Grocer, 
Weyman, Mill st, Ludiow 

Flaws, Gordon Graham, Bedford, Journalist. 
George Hotel, Bedford. Jessopp, Bedford 

Fletcher, Richard, and George Fletcher, Blackburn, Lancaster, 
Builders, June 10, at 3. at offices of Malam Brothers, Exchange 
flags, Blackburn 

Gantlett, Henry, Chippenham, Wilts, Watchmaker’s Assistant. 
June 10, at 4, at offices of Phillips and Son, Market place, Chip- 
penham 

Garner, Henry, Birmingham, Cooper. June 4, at 10, at offices of 
East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Gerhold, Heinrich, Cumberland market, Regent’s park, French 
Cabinet Maker. June 8, at 2, at offices of Lea, Old Jewry chambers 

Gibson, James, Penrith, Cumberland, Innkeeper. June 8, at 2.30, 
at the office of Arnison, St. Andrew’s place, Penrith 

Gittus, John, Inkberrow, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, 
at 3, at the offices of Simmons, Evesham st, Redditch 

Goodwin, George, Worcester, Grocer. June 10, at 11, at offices of 
Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome place, Worcester 

Grice, Edwin, Kingswinford, Stafford, Grocer. June 8, at 10.30, at 
the office of Waldron, High st, Brierly Hill 

Halliday, Thomas Cochran, Hulrre, Manchester, Draper. 
at 3, at offices of Boote and Kdgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Halstead, Henry, Worsthorne, near Burnley, Lancaster, Stone- 
mason. June il, at 11, at the office of Hodgson, Grimshawe st, 
Burnley 

Harris, Francis, Birmingham, Fancy Draper. June 9, at 3, at the 
Great Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham, Fitter, Bir- 
mingham 

Hayes, Henry, the younger, Sheffield, Grocer. June 10, at 3, at 
offices of Branson, Son and Coombe, Bank street, Sheffield 

Haynes, Frank, Offord rd, Barnsbury, Plumber. June 8, at 3, at 
Anderton's Hotel, Fleet st, St, Aubin Angove, Serjeant’s-inn, 
Fleet st 

Hayward, Augustus, Poland st, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler, 

une 8, at 4, at offices of Shearer, Basinghall st. Prockter and 
Andrews, Princes st, Spitalfields 
Heap, Thomas, Manchester, Yarn Agent, June 7, at 11, at offices of 
Heath and Bons, Swan at, Manchester 

Heath, Albert Anstin, and George Scott, Stafford, Shoe Manufac- 
ares, June 9, at 3, at the Vine Hotel, Stafford, Morgan, Staf- 
ore 

Heselgrave, Charles Coulam, Dorking, Surrey, Bnilder, June 14, at 
_— at the Cannon Street Station Hotel, Cannon st. Hart, Hart and 


Higgs feotoe, idea ene, } Northay 
1 obn, Hanslope, Northam 
oat ,» at the office of Andrew, 


June 9, at 11, 


June 16, at 2, at 


June 10, at 2, at offices of 


June 8, at 4, at 


June 3, 


June 14, 


n, Licensed Victualler, Juno 
arket square, Northampton 





Arbuthnot, William Robert, Great St. Helen’s, Insurance Broker, 
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Hill, William, Saint , Gloncester, Beer Retailer. June 9, at 
3, at offices of Hobbs, are st, Bristol 

, William Currie, Garston, Lancaster, Wholesale Grocer. 

June 8. at 3, at the Law Association Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. 


im, St. Helen’s 
aie. s Arthur George, Grove road, smith, Li d 
Victualler. June 8, at 3, at the Fa Hall Tavern, Masons’ 
avenue, Basinghall st. Ives, Walbrook 
Howell, Henry Ed Cheltenham, Assistant to a Music Seller. 
June 9, at 11, at the office of Clark, Regent st, Cheltenham 


Jackson, Francis, and John William Jackson, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
Grocers. June 6, at 11, at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 

Jones, Helen Martha, Chester, Draper. June 16, at 3, at offices of 
Mawson, Hamilton square, Birkenhed 

Keeton, Matthew Owen, Nottingham, Tailor. June 9 at 3 at offices 
of Cockayne, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Kemp, Robert, jun, and George Kemp, Mutford bridge, Suffolk, 
Boat Builders. June 9 at 8 at Gt Eastern Hotel, Denmark rd, 
Lowestoft. Cowl, Gt Yarmouth 

Kyte, Edward, Claverdon, Warwick, Butcher. June 9 at 12 at 
Woolpack Hotel, Warwick. Sanderson, Warwick 


Land, Eliza, Phoenix st, Somers Town, Fancy Bread Maker. June 
4 at 2 at offices of J ohnson, Seymour pl, Marylebone 

Lewis, John, Oswestry, Salop, Tailor. June 10 at 2 at Public Hall, 
Oswestry. Minshalls and Jones, Oswestry 

Maclean, John, St Benet pl, Gracechurch st, Wine Merchant. June 
11 at 12 at offices of Innes and Son, Billiter house, Billiter st 

Marsden, Alfred, Bolton, Lancaster, Auctioneer. June 7 at 11 at 
offices of Balshaw, Bowker's row, Bolton 

Mason, Harry Cooper, Cornhill, Tailor. June 16 at 2 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st. Davidson and Morriss, Queen Victoria st 

McGill, John William, Northwich, Chester, out od sama June 
14 at 3.30 at offices of Cheshire and Son, Northwi 

Medd, William, Easingwold, York, Cabinet Maker June 9 at 12 at 
offices of Mann and Son, New st, York 

Morgan, David, Llandovery, Carmaethen, Watchmaker. June 10 at 
lat King’s Head Inn, Llandovery. Phillips, Llandovery 

Morris, Joseph, Harry hill, Gloucester, Collier. June 9 at 2 at Swan 
Hotel, Cinderford. * Gol dring, Cinderford 

Nickels, Richard, Masbro rd, Hammersmith, Builder. June 9 at 3 
at offices of Tinkler, Regent st 

Orreil, John, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Butcher. June 4 at 11 at 
offices of Parry, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Parman, Thomas, Saxilby, Lincoln, Grocer. June 9 at 11 at offices 
of Durance, Mint lane 

Parry, William Robert, Tudhoe grange, nr Spennymoor, Durham, 
Clothier. June 10 at 12 at offices of Maw, jun, Market pl, Bishop 
,Auckland 

Perkins, James, North Tawton, Devon, Builder. June 9 at 2 at Half 
Moon*Hotel, High st, Exeter. Thorne, Barnstaple 

Pilling, John, Millwood, nr Todmorden, York, Plasterer. White 
Hart Hotel, Todmorden. June 9at 3 at offices of Sager, Todmorden 

Priestley, William, Bingley, York, General Dealer. June 8 at 11 at 
offices of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Raynes, Charles, Heeley, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. June 13 
at 11 at offices of Porrett, Bank st, Sheffield 

Reeve, Joan. , Leadenhall st, Eating house keeper. June 14 at 2 at 
offices of Emerson, Leadenhall st 

Riley, William, Wrexham, Denbigh, Fishmonger. June 13 at 11.30 
at offices of Sherratt and Son, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

Rinder, William, Leeds, Tailor. June 7 at 1) at offices of Billington, 
Gt George st, 8 

Salisbury, George, Clevedon, Somerset, Butcher. June 10 at 11 at 
offices Parsons, High st, Bristol. Smith, Weston-super-Mare 

Salt, Thomas Arthur, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Joiner. June 10 at 11 
at offices of Bescoby, Grove st, East Retford 

Scaling, William, Old Basford, Nottingham, Chemical Manufac- 
turer. June 10 at 3 at offices of Maples and McCraith, Low pave- 
ment, Nottingham 

Schonhardt, Charles, Blackheath village, Kent, Watchmaker. June 
8 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Tucker, High rd, Lee 

Smith, David, Chesham, Buckingham, Grocer. June 14 at 2 at offices 
of Francis and How, Chesham 

Stephens, Frederick, Evesham, Worcester, Grocer. June 9 at 12 at 
offices of New and Co, Bridge at, Evesham 

Stephens, William Henry, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Tailor. June 10 at 
2 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn, ooldridge, Ryde 

Swan, Alexander Hannay, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Fishmonger. June 
4 at 2 at offices of Mallett, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Benning, Gateshead 

Taylor, William Henry, Worcester, Stationer. June 18 at 11 at 
Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn hill. Tree and Son, Worcester 

Teal, Ralph, Gt Driffield, York, Earthenware Dealer. June 14 at 2.30 
at Paragon Hotel, Paragon st, Kingston-upon-Hull, Dunn, Gt 


Thompson, Alfred James, Reading, Provision Merchant. June 13 
at 2.30 at offices of Skinner, Strand 

Thompson, Julius Henry, and Cecil Thompson, Leadenhall st, Ship 
and Insurance Brokers. June 10 at 2 at offices of Lovelock and 
Whiffin, Coleman st. Harwood and Stephenson, Lombard st 

Tranter, Henry, Evesham, Worcester, Grocer. "June 10 ac 1) at 
offices of Byrch and Cox, North ter, Evesham 

Tumbri ye Wood st, Uheapside, Umbrella Manufacturer. 
June 9 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, resham st. Bird, Gt St Helen’s 

Turner, Thomas William, Ne » Monmouth, Auctioneer, June 
10 at 11 at offices of Young, egar chibrs, Tradegar pl, New- 
port Tomlinson, Newport 

ween, baw South Shields, Chemical Mngineer. June 8 at 3 at 

ge King ‘st, South Shields 
Wheeler, John, at ee Beiiter. June 13 at 4 at Talbot 
Hotel, W own 


Fa ie pe bara or rae | 5 
un! a 

Whitehead, Michael Deckiek oken, Lemoenter, Grocer, eat 

at Creditor’s Association, Hangingditch, an ly 


and Whowell, Bolton 








el Willey, Bradford, York, Plumber. June 7 at 11 


Whitaker, Sam! 
at office - of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly 


r, James, and John Whittaiver Middleton, Lancaster 
Builders. June $ at 4 at offices of Ascroft, Clegg st, Oldham 
wero, Gottlieb, Gessawieh, Watchmaker. June 9 at 2 at 
a Tavern, Gresham st. Howard and "Shelton, Thread- 
needle s 
Worthington, Arthur Bayley, and William Julius Marshall, Beecles, 
Suffolk, Brewers. June 14 at 2 at 41, Coleman st. Webb, Queen 


Victoria st 
Tvespay, May 31, 1881. 


Alcock, John, Hulme, nr Longton, Stafford, Butcher. June 10 at % 
at offices of Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Aldridge, Arthur William, Golborne rd, Notting Hill. June 14 at2 
at offices of Russell and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Allison, John, York, Saddler. June 10 at 11 at cffices of Newton and 
Co, Lendal, Yor 

Ball, George, Camden villas, Tottenham, Builder. June 13 at 3 at 
p, tear of Harber, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. Holmes, 
Sheapside 

Barnes, John, Rushall, Stafford, Clerk. June 15 at 11 at offices of 
Crump, Bridge st, Walsall 
rrett, George, sen, Fakenham, Norfolk, Dealer. June 15 at 3 at 
offices of Cates and Bates, Swan st, Fakenham 

Basham, William Isaac, Cambridge, Woollen Draper. June 14 at 2 
at the Lion Hotel, Cambridge. Whitehead, Cambridge 

Beever, John, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester; Stone Mason. 
June 7 at 3 at Offices of Sampson and Hockin, Mount st, Albertsq, 
Manchester. 

Boote, Benjamin Edward William, and William James Millson, 
City rd, Lead Merchants. June 16 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee 
house. Gresham st. Stopher and Rundle, Coleman st 

Burnley, Mary, Liversedge, York, Stationer. June 13 at 3 at offices 
of Carr and Cadman, Crown st, Cleckheaton 

Burt, Albert Henry Thomas, Southsea, Hants, Draper. June lt 
eg 1 at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Steggall and Hooper, Melcombe 

gis 

Butcher, John William, Salisbury, Wilts, Watch Maker. June 165 at 
3 at offices of Kelsex, Catherine st, Salisbury 

Butler, Mary Ann, Watford, Hertford, Schoolmistress, June 9 at 11 
at offices of Broad, Queen st, Watford 

Carlile, James Walker, Widnes, Lancaster, Joiner. June 16 at 3 at 
Law Association Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Sharp and Kirk- 
connel, Warrington 

Clark, Walter Wright, Bedford, Grocer. June l4 at 11 at George 
Hotel, Bedford. Ccenquest and Clare, Bedford 

Collinge, Henry, and Joseph Sykes, Glossop, Derby, Cotton Yarn 
Doublers. June 17 at 3 at offices of Jones, Kennedy st, Man- 
chester 

Cook, William Henry, Newcastle-under-L3me, Butcher. June 11 at 
11 at offices of James, Nelson sq, Newcastle-under-Ly me 

Cripps,John, Bibury, Gloucester, Farmer. June 20 at "3 at offices of 
Cooke, Cirencester 

Crossland, Joe, Wakefield, York, Grocer. June 16 at 3 at offices of 
Gill and Hall, Barstow sq, Wakefield 

Crutchley, Jane, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. June 10 at 3at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Cunniffe, John, Eckington, Derby, Grover. June 13 at 3 at offices of 
Stanton, New sq, Chesterfield 

Davidson, Andrew, Liverpool, General Dealer. June 15 at 2 at offices 
of Davies, the Temple, Dale st, Liverpool 

Davies, Francis German, Peterborough, Northampton, Stationer, 
June 10 at 11 at offices of Hart, Priestgate, Peterbo h 

Davies, Isaac, and Rees Taylor, Liantrissant, Glamorgan, Tin Plate 
Manufacturers. June 13 at 3.30 at offices of Tennant and Jones, 
Aberavon 

Davies, Owen, Cardiff, Glamorgan. Slate Merchant. June 17 at 2 at 
offices of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Heard, Car- 
diff 

Davis, James, Castlemorton, Worcester, Farm Bailiff. June 10 at 
3 at offices of Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome-place, Worces- 
ter 

Derbyshire, Samuel, Crewe, Chester, Baker. June 15 at 3 at 
Temple chmbrs, Oak st, Crewe. Cooke 

Easthaugh, Robert Henry, Mile End rd, Cheesemonger. June 4 
at4 at offices of Frederick Holloway, Ball's Pond rd. Cooper, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Emsley, Matthew, Henry, Heckmondwike, York, Rag Merchant, 
June 7 at 3 at Railway Hotel, Heckmondwike. Mitcheson, Heck- 
mondwike 

Forrest, William, Clerkenwell rd, Jeweller. June 22 at 2 at Inns of 
Court Hotel, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Smith, Staple-inn 

Foulget, Harry, Windsor, Printer. June 13 at3 at offices of Durant, 
Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Freeman, Herbert Edward, Birmingham, Grocer. June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Jacques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Gilson, Edwin, Haymarket, Pall Mall, Fishmonger. June lb at3a 
Guildhall Tav ern, Gresham st. Marsh, Fen ct 

Hadden, Thomas, Chertsey, Surrey, Oiland Colour Man. June 20 
at ll at offices of Haydon and Sloley, Bishopsgate st Within, 
Goldring, White Lion st, Norton Folgate 

Hammond, Michael Sanderson, Hamlet terrace, U pper Ni 
Furnishing Ironmonger, Pr 15 at 3 at aftices of Pencnen 

Co, Gresham st. Curtis, Ola Jewry chmbrs 

Hardaker, William, Gt Horton, nr Bradford, Jacquard Machine 
a June 10 at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, Chapel lane, Brad. 

ct) 

Hardman, Edmund John, Birmingham, Watchmaker, June at 2 
at offices of Brown, Waterloo st, yong 

Harmer, Henry James, Alexander terrace, Milliner. 
oo Be 15 at il at $1, Broadway, Stratford, = c ah 


Harria, Frederick, ber ng ae > | Grocer, June Hat 12 at offices 
- and Hands, Market pl, Lough! 
, James, W’ , Provision Dealer, Jane 13 at 3 at Minorca 
otel, Wallgate, n. Wood, Wigan 
Hobbe, gual, Walle, = » Deven, Butcher, June 11 at 11 at offices of 
Toby, Castle at, Exete: 
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Hopkins, Joshua Joseph Mather, Aston, Birmingham, out of 
business. June 13 at 11.30 at offices of Baker, Bridge st, Wal- 


Howarth, Henry, Leeds, Innkeeper. June 10 at 2 at offices of Simp- 

son and Burrall, Albion st, Leeds 

Hyde, Alfred James, Reading, Berks, Accountant. June 17 at 2 at 
‘Wheatsheaf Hotel, Friar st, Reading. Parnell, Fenchurch st 

Jenkins, Edward, Liansamlet, nr Neath, Grocer. June 11 at 11 at 
offices of Davies, Alma pl, Neath 

Jenkins, John, Liansawel, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. June 11 at 11 
at County Court Office, Lampeter. Price and Lloyd, Lampeter 

Jones, Evan Humphrey, Towyn, Merioneth, Shoemaker. 
at 3 at offices of Griftith and Co, High st, Towyn. Smith, Aberyst- 


with 

Juson, Isaac, Church st, St Marylebone, Coffee House Keeper. June 
9 at 12 at offices of Preston, Mark lane 

Keen, William Henry, Plymouth, Confectioner. June 11 at 11 at 
offices of Square and Co, Bank of England chbrs, Plymouth 

Kendall, John Kelson, Charterhouse st, Commission Agent, June 
13 at 3 at offices of Jenkins, Tavistock st, Covent Garden 

King, John Bartholomew, Upper st, Islington, Watchmaker. 
8 at 2 at offices of Henry, Furnival’s inn. Holborn 

Leech, John, Dudley, Licensed Victualler. June 15 at 12 at offices 
of Hall, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Lowrie, Ralph, Lemington-on-Tyne, Northumberland, out of 
business. ll 10 at 3 at offices of Johnston, Mosley st, New- 
castle-upon-Tyné 

Marlow, James Johnson, New Basford, Nottingham, Builder. June 
21 at 3 at offices of Fraser, Midland chbrs, Wheeler gate, Notting- 


June 


ham 

Marriott, John, Titchmarsh. Northampton, Tailor. -June 16 at 1 at 
145, Cheapside. Richardson and Son, Oundle 

McHugh, Alfred, Paddington st, Marylebone, Bottle Merchant. 
June , at 2 at offices of Preston and Co, Southampton bldgs, Chan- 
cery lane 

McIntosh, David, Birmingham, Brassfounder. June 10 at 3 at offices 
of Parr and Hayes, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Mercer, Joseph, Manchester, Stationer. June 15 at 11 at offices of 
Lawson, Peter st, Manchester 

Moore, John, Norton, York, Horse Dealer. 
Hotel, Scarborough 

Murphy, Elizabeth, Penzance, Cornwall, Serpentine Manufacturer. 
June 14 at 12 at offices of Cornish, Parade st, Penzance 

Neale, Walter Frederick, Bedminster, Bristol, Timber Merchant: 
June 13 at 2 at Grand Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Moseley, Bristol 

Palmer, Henry, Purton, Wilts, Coal Merchant. June 9 at 11 at 
Prince of Wales Hotel, Didcot 

Pearson, Henry, Skelmersdale, Lancaster. June 13 at 11 at offices of 
France, Churchgate, Wigan 

Peggs, John, oon rd, Islington, Fish Salesman. 
at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Scott, Basinghall st 

Percival, Thomas May, Coventry, Grocer. June 9 at 11 at offices of 
Hughes and Masser, Little Park st, Coventry 

Pollitt, John Maitland, Manchester, Tailor. June 14 at 3 at offices of 
Marlow and Dixon, Cross st, sianchester 

Preece, William, Stourbridge, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
June 14 at 11 at offices of Collis, Uuion chambers, Stourbridge 

Preston, William Thomas, Teignmouth, Devon. June 15 at 11 at 
Craven Hotel, Craven st, Strand. Ford, Exeter 

Pugh, Richard Humphrey, Glanadda, Bangor, Carnarvon, Grocer. 
June 16 at 2 at the British Hotel, Bangor. Dew, Llangefni 

Randle, Henry, and Edward Jenner, Hastings, Stationers. June 8 
at 2 at the Bridge House Hotel, London bridge. Savery, Hast- 


June 11 at 12 at Talbot 


June 13 at 3 


ings 

Read, Henry Charles, and Frederick George Read, Moorgate st, Mer- 
chants. June 13 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Roy and 
Cartright 

Reeve, John William, Chelmsford, Essex, Clothier. June 11 at 12 at 
offices of Blyth, Chelmsford 

Roe, James Chambers. Acton, Commercial Clerk. 
offices of Lay, Townhall, Brentford 

Rudall, Edward, Barnstaple, Devou, Grocer. June 13 at 12 at offices 
of Bromham, High st, Barnstaple 

Sanfield, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Woollen Draper. 
at 12 at offices of Corbitt, Mosley, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Sharpe, Frederick Robert, Grayshot rd, Wandsworth, Gentleman. 
June 14 at 3 at offices of Seeley, High Holborn 

Shaw, Sampson James, Wolverhampton, Grocer. 
offices of Rudiand, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Simpscn, George Harper, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Baker. June 10 
3 at offices of Parry, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Skinner, John, Beckley, Sussex, Wheelwright. June 14 at 12 at offices 
of Butler, Watchbell at, Rye 

Smith, Enoch, Bristol, General Dealer. 
Essery, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Smith, Joseph, Nottingham, Baker. June 10 at 3 at offices of Whit- 
tingham, Middle-pavement, Nottingham 

Solomon, Edward Smith, Goals. Stafford, Grocer. 
offices of Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley 

Stone, Thornas Wil iam, Park st, Southwark, Builder. 
at Guildhall Tavern, Guildhall-yard. 


June ll at 2 at 
June 14 


June 11 at 11 et 


June 8 at 12 at offices of 


June 8 at 3 at 


June 10 at 3 
Matthews, Trafalgar sq, 


Peckham 
Thwaite, William, Liverpool, Tallow Chandler. June 21 at 11 at 
offices of Evans and Co, Commerce chambers, Lord st, Liver- 


00] 
Vincett, James, Beckley, Sussex, Butcher. June l4at 2 at offices 
of Butler, Watchbell st, Rye 
Ward, Henry, Barrow-upon-Soar, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. 
June 14 at 12 at offices of Burgess and Williams, Benridge st, 


Leicester 

Watts, John Kdwin, Rock st, Finsbury Park, of no occupation. 
June 14 at 2 at Swan Hotel, Biggleswade Jessop, Bedfor¢ 

Ww , Andrew, South Shields, Boot and Shoe Dealer. 
June 14 at 3 at offices of Pybus, Post Office chmbrs, St Nicholas 
sa, Newcastie-on- 


June 4, 1881. 


White, James, Tue Brook, nr Liverpool, Coal Merchant. June 13 — 
at 3 at offices of Gibson and Bolland. South John st, Liverpeut 


White Thoma Butcher. June 8 at 11 at offices of Essery 
omas, er. une 

Nicholas st, Bristol ; 
White, W: Walter, Bristol, Shoe Maker. June 10 at 2 at offices 


, William 

of Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

Wigfield, John, Hoyland common, nr Barnsley, Grocer. June 15 at 
11 at offices of Gray. Eas , Barnsley 

Wigley, Thomas, Clydach Vale, nr Ton: dy, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
June 14 at 12 at offices of Morgan, Mill st, Pontypridd 

Wilkinson, William, High st terrace, Lower Addiscombe rd, 
Draper. June 8 at 3 at Offices of Savidge, Eastcheap 

Williams, Alfred, Wookey, Somerset, Schoolmaster. June 11 at12 
at offices of Hobbs, Chamberlain st, Wells 

Williams, Robert, Ruthin, Denbigh, Innkeeeper. June 23 at 11.45 
at Lion Hotel, Hope st, Wrexham. Lloyd and Roberts, Ruthin 

Winfield, James, Coventry, Coal Dealer. June 15 at 12 at offices of 
Neale, Hay lane, Coventry 

Woodall, John, Barrow-in-Furness, Grocer. June 10 at 11 at 17, 
Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. Taylor, Barrow-in-Furness 

Young, Tom Carr, Belleau, Lincoln, Farmer, June 9 at 11 at King’s 
Head Inn, Louth. Walker and Co 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Gnarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
overage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Ir valids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica 1Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
xeeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
“HICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneonsly with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break. 
tast Cap, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTina A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
— Chocolate, and niay be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
hibited. . 

In tin packets at ls, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZEX « CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C, 


EDE AND 50N 
tg. 
ROBE PP ae MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
0 Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole f hs Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








AW.—Wanted, by a Gentleman, a Olerkship in 
4 London; good experience in Conveyancing, and knows some 


Chancery. Salary £70. Excellent references.—Address, A., Office 
of this Journal. 


AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE for 
inserting particulars in their TREE MONTHLY REGISTER 
of ESTATES, TOWN and COUNTRY HOUSES, Furnished or 
Unfurnished, or for Sale, to be had GRATIS at their Offices, or 
post-free for two stamps. Published on the Ist of the month, and 
particulars for insertion should be sent not later than five days 
previous to end of preceding month. 
Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surveys. 
Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mall Kast, 8.W. 


HANCERY LANKE.—New Oourts Chambers, 57 

/ and 58, Chancery-lane,—Offices to be Let in above building at 
rents varying from £30 to £300 per annum.—Further particulars at 
Inquiry Office, Nos. 57 and 58, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








AWYER’S PRAYER UNION.—It is proposed 

4 tohold another Social and Religious Meeting in London for 
Barristers and Solicitors, and their Clerks only, fon Thursday, 
June 16, 1881. The Right Hon, the Earl Cairns in the Chair. Any 
gentlemen in the legal profession, or their clerks, who desire to at- 
tend, or will assist in inviting others, are requested to apply to Mr. 
H., C, Nispxt, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


‘(HE CHURCH PREFERMENT. GAZETTE 

(issned Monthly), containing full particulars of Adyvowsons, 
Presentations, &c., for Sale, together with useful advice to pur- 
chasers, should be referred to by every purchaser. KHdited by Mr. 
W. EMERY STARK (Associate Institute of Actuaries, F.R.G.8., 
&e ).—Address loueisaing six stamps), Messrs, W. Emnry Stark- 
3, Bedford-street, Strand. 


tenet ea — ll - OCR, 
: ppHURGO 1D «& OV., Hstate and Land Agent, 

Surveyors and Auctioncers, Lonsdale Chambers, 27, Chancers- 
lane, W.C,, hold PERIODICAL 8ALES of Property, at the MART, the 
Second Tuesday in each month, Railway, School Board, Corporation, 
Board of Works, and other € stone conduesed, Valentl for 


Probate, Mortgages, &c. Estutos 








managed, 





Ww. swog! J bh. Butterwick, Lincoln, Farmer. June 14 at 11 at 
Ram otel, Dargate, Boston, Rice and Co, Boston 





A scale of charges upon application. 








